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This report to the Water Quality Board was carried out as the principal
activity of the Municipal Pretreatment Task Force of the Point Source
Coor
dina
tors
.
Whil
e th
e Bo
ard
supp
orte
d th
is w
ork,
the
spec
ific
conc
lusi
ons
and/or recommendations do not necessarily represent the views of the
Inte
rnat
iona
l J
oint
Comm
issi
on,
the
Wate
r Qu
alit
y B
oard
or i
ts c
ommi
ttee
s.
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 I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Great Lakes support a population in excess of 40 million people, the
majority of whom live in large urban centres. As of 1985, there were l,l99
municipal wastewater treatment plants with a total hydraulic design capacity
of l9.5 x 106 m3/d (5,130 USMGD) in the basin. Three hundred ninety of
these facilities are considered major, having design capacities in excess of
3,800 m3/d (l USMGD).
The Municipal Pretreatment Task Force of the Water Quality Board reviewed
the significant features and objectives of current municipal pretreatment
programs in the Great Lakes basin, in the light of Article VI of the amended
Agreement which calls for the "establishment of pretreatment requirements for
all industrial plants discharging waste into publicly owned treatment works
[POTWs] where such industrial wastes are not amenable to adequate treatment or
removal using conventional municipal treatment processes "
Under its Terms of Reference, The Municipal Pretreatment Task Force was
charged to:
- Review and report on the significant features and objectives of current
municipal pretreatment programs in the Great Lakes basin and determine and
compare their contribution to the control of toxic substances discharges.
- Compile information on the plans and strategies to improve current
pretreatment control programs.
- Analyze and report on compliance among those industrial sources subject to
pretreatment provisions or requirements.
. Estimate the contribution of toxic substances (both metals and organic
chemicals) released to the basin ecosystem from municipal wastewater
facilities via atmospheric emissions, sludge disposal and effluent
discharges.
- Assess the adequacy of present and proposed pretreatment programs to
achieve both the jurisdictional goals and the reduction and virtual
elimination of discharges of persistent toxic substances called for in the
amended Agreement.
getimation of Contribution of Selected Toxic Substances
To estimate the total contribution of toxic substances released to the
Great Lakes basin from municipal wastewater facilitiesvia atmospheric
emissions, sludge disposal, and effluent discharges, detailed information on
plant design, operating parameters and influent wastewater characteristics was
assembled under contract by Canviro Ltd. for a selected population of
approximately 20% of l,l99 municipal sewage treatment plants (STPs). These
data were used in conjunction with a predictive model and estimates of
contaminant removal efficiences achievable in different treatment plant
designs to estimate concentrations of selected contaminants in raw sewage,
treated effluents and sludges from all municipal facilities. From these
estimates, the total loadings of the selected contaminants to the Great Lakes
basin from municipal STP effluents and releases associated with atmospheric
 emi
ssi
ons
and
slu
dge
dis
pos
al
pra
cti
ces
wer
e c
alc
ula
ted
.
The
con
tam
ina
nts
con
sid
ere
d a
nd
the
est
ima
ted
tot
al
rel
eas
es
are
pre
sen
ted
in
Tab
le
l.l
.
The
se
rep
res
ent
a f
irs
t-o
rde
r e
sti
mat
e o
f t
he
rel
eas
es
fro
m a
ll
sou
rce
s r
ela
ted
to
the
ope
rat
ion
of
mun
ici
pal
STP
s i
n t
he
Gre
at
Lak
es
bas
in.
For
thre
e of
the
orga
nic
comp
ound
s (
2,3,
7,8—
TCDD
, t
etra
chlo
rodi
benz
ofur
an
and
ant
hra
cen
e),
due
to
the
ver
y l
imi
ted
dat
a a
vai
lab
le,
no
cre
dib
le
est
ima
te
of the mass released from municipal STPs was possible.
In summary:
- Total releases of selected toxic contaminants from publicly owned
trea
tmen
t wo
rks
(POT
Ns)
in t
he G
reat
Lake
s b
asin
rang
ed f
rom
appr
oxim
atel
y
less than T tonne (one thousand kilograms) per annum (t/a) of
hexa
chlo
robe
nzen
e an
d to
tal
PCBs
resp
ecti
vely
to m
ore
than
500
t/a
of
chromium, lead and zinc for the year l985. The PCB estimate of
appr
oxim
atel
y l
tonn
e/a
is c
onsi
sten
t wi
th e
xtra
pola
tion
s fr
om o
ther
available data.
-
Beca
use
of a
lack
of a
n ad
equa
te d
atab
ase,
no e
stim
ate
of
the
quan
titi
es
of 2
,3,7
,8—T
CDD,
tetr
achl
orod
iben
zofu
ran
and
anth
race
ne c
ould
be m
ade.
- These calculated releases are considered 'order—of-magnitude' estimates
but are generally in reasonable agreement with quantities calculated based
on literature values for effluent and sludge concentrations. However, the
mass
of b
enze
ne r
elea
sed
appe
ars
to b
e un
dere
stim
ated
, b
ased
on c
ompa
riso
n
to literature values and to releases of other similar compounds.
Suggested future activities include:
- The data files, model and treatment/removal efficiencies developed
for the Task Force's report need to be routinely updated and expanded
to improve the generated estimates and determine if any trends can be
established.
0
More
comp
rehe
nsiv
e da
ta o
n em
issi
ons
from
POTN
s du
e to
inci
nera
tion
and volatilization are needed.
Pretreatment Programs in the United States
In the U 8., pretreatment programs are designed to address four concerns
with
in t
he s
ewag
e t
reat
ment
syst
em:
inte
rfer
ence
with
the
effe
ctiv
e op
erat
ion
of t
he P
OTWs
; p
asst
hrou
gh o
f to
xic
cont
amin
ants
to r
ecei
ving
wate
rs;
cont
amin
atio
n of
muni
cipa
l s
ludg
e by
toxi
c s
ubst
ance
s;
and
expo
sure
of
treatment plant workers to chemical hazards. Generally, POTNs with flows
grea
ter
than
5 mi
llio
n US
gall
ons
per
day
(USM
GD)
(l8,
925
cubi
c me
tres
per
day)
are
requ
ired
to d
evel
op c
ontr
ol
prog
rams
unde
r th
e Na
tion
al
Pret
reat
ment
Program (NPP). Other POTNs may be required to meet NPP requirements because
of t
reat
ment
plan
t up
sets
, c
onta
mina
ted
slud
ge,
or v
iola
tion
of e
fflu
ent
permit limits.
Section 405 of the Clean Water Act (CHA), the Solid Waste Disposal Act
(SND
A),
incl
udin
g th
e Re
sour
ce C
onse
rvat
ion
and
Reco
very
Act
(RCR
A) a
nd s
tate
slud
ge m
anag
emen
t re
gula
tion
s pr
epar
ed p
ursu
ant
to S
ubti
tle
D of
the
SNDA
, th
e
Clea
n Ai
r Ac
t, t
he T
oxic
Subs
tanc
es C
ontr
ol A
ct,
and
the
Mari
ne P
rote
ctio
n,
 Table l.l
ESTIMATE OF TOTAL RELEASE AND ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF CONTAMINANTS
FROM MUNICIPAL STPS WITHIN THE GREAT LAKES BASIN ECOSYSTEM FOR 1985
Z of Total Release
 
VIa Sludge* Total Release
Contaminant Effluent Atmosohere Disposal _1tonnes/yr)
Arsenic 66 NS 34 l9.
Cadmium 76 NS 24 26.
Chromium ' 49 NS 51 640.
Copper 43 NS 57 300.
Cyanide 73 NS 27 89.
Lead 59 NS 41 580.
Mercury 44 NS 56 3.
Nickel 79 NS Zl l30.
Zinc 5l NS 49 l300.
Benzene 6i 39 NS 2.
Toluene 45 55 NS 42.
Ethylbenzene 3l 69 NS 55.
Ch I oroform 7O 30 NS 34.
Tetrachloroethylene 36 64 NS 76.
Trichloroethylene 58 42 NS 26.
l,l,l—trichloroethane 49 5l NS 76.
Hexachlorobenzene NS 25 75 <l.0
PCBs (Total) 50 NS 50 <l.O
Phenol (Total) 94 NS 6 85.
2,3,7,8—Tetrachlorodibenzo—p—
dioxin (TCDD) I NE I NE NE NE
Tetrachlorodibenzofuran NE NE I NE NE
Base-Neutral Extractable PAHs
Anthracene NE NE NE NE
Naphthalene 53 20 28 28.
NE N0 Estimate
NS Assumed to be not significant
* via landfill or land application
l
l
l
l
Research and Sanctuaries Act, all can have some bearing on the operations of a
POTN.
The U.S. industrial pretreatment standards consist of two broad
initiatives: the control of prohibited discharges, which are discharges of
substances that could threaten the operation of the sewage collection and
treatment system, and control of particular industrial categories that
discharge specific toxic contaminants.
Categorical pretreatment standards developed under the CNA currently
affect 28 specific industrial sectors. Six of the categories
(electroplating, metal finishing, electrical and electronic components, copper
forming, aluminum forming, and coil coating (can—making subcategory only))
have a pretreatment standard established for total toxic organics (TTO). The
TTO is defined as the sum of the masses or concentrations of specific toxic
organic compounds found in the industrial user's process discharge at a
concentration greater than 0.0l mg/L.
The focus of any pretreatment program is direct control by the
municipality; the local pretreatment program is the legal, technical and
administrative framework for achieving effective IU discharge control, with
the state and U.S. EPA playing an oversight role.
The essential tasks of a pretreatment program are i) to develop and issue
permits/agreements with industry; ii) to carry out inspection/monitoring
activities on significant industrial users (SIUs), including direct sampling
of their wastewater as necessary; iii) to maintain and update data on
municipal effluents; iv) to enforce and remedy noncompliance; v) to report to
the approval authority at least annually on the status of programs; and vi) to
perform other special condition requirements.
Typical POTH permits contain specific conventional effluent limits and
nonconventional pollutant effluent limits and, increasingly, water quality
based limitations for toxics and nonconventionals, narrative toxicity
limitations (e.g. no toxics in toxic amounts), and whole effluent toxicity
limits. However, many National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits do not incorporate any sludge criteria per se. Sludge requirements
may be contained in state or federal regulations and/or state—issued sludge
use and disposal limits. Nhere states have promulgated numerical water
quality standards for specific toxic pollutants, POTNs are required to develop
limits in their permits to meet these standards. Otherwise, NPDES permitting
authorities are expected to use a combination of biological techniques and
available toxic effect data to establish effluent toxicity limits or limits on
specific contaminants. POTN local limits would then be developed to ensure
these targets are met.
Anticipated Program Changes — U.S. Federal Program
No fundamental changes to the U.S. pretreatment program are planned.
However, several initiatives will be undertaken in the coming years, including:
o Improvements in information management and trend data analyses . .
through the Permit Compliance System (PCS), including establishment
of a common definition of compliance, tracking of minimum data
elements, and automated screenings for POTN non—compliance.
 
- Improved control of hazardous materials discharged to POTNs
including those discharged with domestic waste under current RCRA
exemption.
- Improved control of toxicants discharged from POTNs through toxic
limitations in permits and improved control of sludge disposal
through National Sludge Disposal regulations.
- Increased emphasis on enforcement as represented by the National
Pretreatment Enforcement Initiative scheduled to occur in late l989.
State Pretreatment Programs-Description and Assessment
Over 95% of the pretreatment programs at individual U.S. Great Lakes
municipalities are now approved; only 8 programs in Michigan and l in Ohio
remain unapproved. Indiana, New York and Pennsylvania have not been delegated
primary oversight of pretreatment programs.
Three primary mechanisms (compliance inspections, program audits, and the
soli
cita
tion
and
revi
ew o
f pe
riod
ic P
OTN
pret
reat
ment
repo
rts)
are
or w
ill
be
used by the states to ensure program compliance. The pretreatment compliance
inspection should occur annually. A POTN program audit is a comprehensive
review by the state of all elements of the POTN pretreatment program,
especially the adequacy of local limits; the effectiveness of POTN—issued
control mechanisms; and the suitability of POTN administrative procedures;
these audits occur typically once every five years or as NPDES permits
require. For both delegated and nondelegated states, specific program goals
and activities are negotiated annually between EPA and the state.
Table l.2 presents summary data on state pretreatment programs in the U.S.
portion of the Great Lakes basin. Noncompliance of SIUs as presented in this
table is based upon definitions of the terms "noncompliance" and "SIUs"
largely developed by individual municipalities; thus the noncompliance data
between individual treatment plants, as well as jurisdictions, should not be
considered comparable. The States and the EPA are moving to introduce
compatible definitions of these terms to the extent practical in the basin.
The table also notes that some of the compliance information is given for
plants in the basin segment of the state only, while others are given on a
statewide basis. No such distinction is necessary for Michigan, which is
entirely within the basin.
An estimate of compliance of individual users, similar to that determined
in other states, was not available for New York, as the data required to
provide same was not assembled in a coordinated fashion at the Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC). However, using the results of overall PCI
(Permit Compliance Inspections) ratings, including IU inspections, 23 of the
25 New York programs in the basin were deemed to be satisfactory.
In the case of Michigan, a majority of the noncompliant SIUs were located
in the Detroit treatment system; both the state and the EPA are moving to
address the obvious deficiencies in the Detroit pretreatment program.
Wisconsin operates under the most stringent definition of compliance in
the basin, and thus the noncompliance level should not be considered as
entirely indicative of the comparative merit of that state's program, which is
among the best in the basin.
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Thi
s i
nfo
rma
tio
n,
the
kno
wle
dge
and
exp
eri
enc
e o
f t
he
Tas
k F
orc
e m
emb
ers
,
and
inf
orm
ati
on
gle
ane
d f
rom
the
det
ail
ed
aud
it
of
sel
ect
ed
tre
atm
ent
pla
nts
ind
ica
ted
that
, a
lth
oug
h t
he
fra
mew
ork
for
an
ade
qua
te
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
m
was
in
pla
ce,
the
sel
ect
ive
dep
loy
men
t o
f f
urt
her
res
our
ces
at
the
mun
ici
pal
and
sta
te
leve
l w
as
nec
ess
ary
to
aff
ect
ade
qua
te
tra
cki
ng
and
enf
orc
eme
nt
of
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
ms.
Dev
elo
pme
nt
of
com
mon
def
ini
tio
ns
of
sig
nif
ica
nt
non
com
pli
anc
e a
nd
SIU,
as
well
as
com
put
er
bas
ed
tra
cki
ng
sys
tem
s a
t t
he
loca
l
and
sta
te
leve
l a
nd
fur
the
r t
rai
nin
g o
f m
uni
cip
al
and
ind
ust
ria
l o
per
ato
rs,
sho
uld
be
par
t o
f t
his
ini
tia
tiv
e.
Als
o,
the
ina
bil
ity
or
unw
ill
ing
nes
s o
f
some
mun
ici
pal
gov
ern
men
ts
to
pro
sec
ute
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
m v
iol
ato
rs
sho
uld
be
rec
tif
ied
and
mul
tij
uri
sdi
cti
ona
l v
ari
anc
es
in
req
uir
eme
nts
and
enf
orc
eme
nt
among municipalities should be resolved.
The Canadian Regulatory Framework
The
Cana
dian
fede
ral
gove
rnme
nt's
main
inst
rume
nt f
or d
evel
opin
g wa
ter
qual
ity
cont
rols
is t
he F
ishe
ries
Act.
Unde
r t
hat
Act,
in t
he m
id
l970
$
Envi
ronm
ent
Cana
da
prom
ulga
ted
regu
lati
ons
and
guid
elin
es o
n di
scha
rges
from
six
indu
stri
al
sect
ors,
repr
esen
ting
appr
oxim
atel
y 6
5% o
f th
e to
tal
indu
stri
al
wastewater discharge in Canada. However, inasmuch as the federal government
has
dele
gate
d en
forc
emen
t of
thes
e re
gula
tion
s t
o th
e pr
ovin
ces,
comp
lian
ce
monitoring and enforcement have been within the provincial domain and have
only
been
peri
odic
ally
repo
rted
by t
he f
eder
al
gove
rnme
nt.
Thus
,
impl
emen
tati
on o
f th
e ex
empt
ion
clau
se h
as b
een
inco
nsis
tent
and
unve
rifi
ed.
The
new
Cana
dian
Envi
ronm
enta
l P
rote
ctio
n Ac
t (
CEPA
), p
asse
d in
l988
, is
to
provide for life cycle control of specific substances considered to be a
sign
ific
ant
thre
at t
o hu
man
heal
th a
nd t
he e
nvir
onme
nt.
The
Act
can
be u
sed
to l
imit
dire
ct o
r in
dire
ct d
isch
arge
s,
but
will
rely
on p
rovi
ncia
l d
eliv
ery
syst
ems
to a
n ex
tent
bein
g cu
rren
tly
dete
rmin
ed.
Thus
, th
e im
pact
of C
EPA
on
point source discharge control is not clear at this time.
Ontario Programs — Description and Assessment
The discharge of industrial, commercial and institutional wastes to STPs
is regulated locally by municipalities through the use of an Industrial Waste
Sewer Use Bylaw developed by the local level of government under the Ontario
Muni
cipa
l A
ct.
Many
of t
he m
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ipal
by—l
aws
are
base
d en
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r in
part
on
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Sewe
r Us
e By
law
of
l975
.
The
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rece
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d in
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many
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re r
evie
wing
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r by
-law
s in
ligh
t of
this
newer proposal. This by—law prescribes limits for conventional pollutants,
most metals, hazardous wastes and a few organic contaminants.
All regional municipalities, district municipalities and most cities,
which in total treat 4,120,000 m3/d (l,088 USMGD) of sewage, have
implemented some form of sewer use control programs. However, by—law
implementation and enforcement activities in most of the towns and villages
vary markedly depending on the degree of industrialization. Many small
municipalities have no effective enforcement program. At the moment,
pretreatment at IUs is focused on neutralization, destruction of cyanide, and
precipitation of metals; this level of treatment is the rule rather than the
exce
ptio
n in
the
prov
ince
and
is c
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sten
t wi
th t
he m
ajor
ity
of t
reat
ment
concerns experienced by Ontario municipalities.
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Ps,
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h re
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ed
1
many of the same difficulties unearthed in the U.S. review, namely that the
  
Table
1.2
SUMMARY OF
PRETREATMENT
PROGRAMS
GREAT LAKES STATES U
_
Estimated
GL POTNS
m
EPA
Pretreatment
Industrial
Delegated
Pretreatment
Approved
Compliance
Pretreatment
User
Program
Programs
Programs
Inspections
Audits
Noncomplianceo
New York
No
31
25
32
24
MA3
Michigan
Yes
116
108
167*
44
161/945
(17%)
Ohio
Yes
41
40
112
23
117/820
(14%)2
Indiana
No
9
9
o
7
33/283
(1111,)2
Minnesota
Yes
1
l
0
1
1/9
(11%)
Wisconsin
Yes
11
11
3
6
119/494 (241)2
Pennsylvania
No
l
l
1
1
N/A
      
D Illinois has no POTNs with pretreatment programs discharging
Pennsylvania plants were not considered significant
Between 1986 - March 1988 in G.L. basin
some facilities inspected twice
statewide;
other
compliance
data
are for plants
in
basin
compliance based largely on individual POTN definition
into the basin;
In the
case
of New York,
compliance
is
estimated
by
a different
measure.
Using
the
results
of overall
PCI
ratings,
including
industrial
user
inspections,
23
of 25
programs
were
deemed
to
be
satisfactory.
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peri
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of m
unic
ipal
and
indu
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shou
ld
be p
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of t
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init
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Also
, t
he i
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lity
or u
nwil
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of
some
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l g
over
nmen
ts t
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osec
ute
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reat
ment
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s s
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vari
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n re
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nt
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The Canadian Regulatorv Framework
The Canadian federal government's main instrument for developing water
quality controls is the Fisheries Act. Under that Act, in the mid 19705
Environment Canada promulgated regulations and guidelines on discharges from
six
indu
stri
al
sect
ors,
repr
esen
ting
appr
oxim
atel
y 65
% of
the
tota
l i
ndus
tria
l
wastewater discharge in Canada. However, inasmuch as the federal government
has delegated enforcement of these regulations to the provinces, compliance
monitoring and enforcement have been within the provincial domain and have
only been periodically reported by the federal government. Thus,
implementation of the exemption clause has been inconsistent and unverified.
The new Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA), passed in 1988, is to
provide for life cycle control of specific substances considered to be a
significant threat to human health and the environment. The Act can be used
to limit direct or indirect discharges, but will rely on provincial delivery
systems to an extent being currently determined. Thus, the impact of CEPA on
point source discharge control is not clear at this time.
Ontario Programs — Description and Assessment
The discharge of industrial, commercial and institutional wastes to STPs
is regulated locally by municipalities through the use of an Industrial Waste
Sewer UseBylaw developed by the local level of government under the Ontario
Municipal Act. Many ofthe municipal by—laws are based entirely or in part on
a Model Sewer Use Bylaw of 1975. The most recent version was issued in late
1988 and many municipalities are reviewing their by-laws in light of this
newer proposal. This by—law prescribes limits for conventional pollutants,
most metals, hazardous wastes and a few organic contaminants.
All regional municipalities, district municipalities and most cities,
which in total treat 4,120,000 m3/d (1,088 USMGD) of sewage, have
implemented some form of sewer use control programs. However, by—law
implementation and enforcement activities in most of the towns and villages
vary markedly depending on the degree of industrialization. Many small
municipalities have no effective enforcement program. At the moment,
pretreatment at IUs is focused on neutralization, destruction of cyanide, and
precipitation of metals; this level of treatment is the rule rather than the
exception in the province and is consistent with the majority of treatment
concerns experienced by Ontario municipalities.
A de
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f a
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Ps,
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h re
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ed
many of the same difficulties unearthed in the U.S. review, namely that the
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Current Developments
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and enforcement measures.
 II. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FINDINGS
0
As part of a national initiative, jurisdictions in the U.S. portion of the
Great Lakes basin have put in place programs that respond to the
pretreatment requirements of Article VI of the l987 Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreementwith Protocol and, if properly applied, are responsive
to the requirements for virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances
called for in the Agreement.
Further effort is required on the part of the EPA and the states to
adequately track and enforce pretreatment program requirements in the U.S.
portion of the basin.
The Canadian government has general provisions for the control of
discharges from selected industries to POTNs, but their impact has not
been verified. The federal and Ontario governments have continued to
cooperate on the refinement of a model sewer use by—law for voluntary
adoption by Ontario municipalities; however, notwithstanding a renewed
interest in achieving this objective by the current provincial government,
a comprehensive pretreatment program coordinated at the provincial and
federal level does not currently exist. Such a program is being developed
as part of the MISA initiative of the MOE. Monitoring of municipal
systems receiving industrial discharges is expected to begin in l990.
Although there are pretreatment activities of merit at the 35 major
municipalities/regions in Ontario, these programs are not uniform in
substance or vigor and do not have any centrally administered review or
audit to determine their effectiveness.
The proposed Ontario MISA sewer use program appears to meet the intent of
the GLNQ Agreement and should establish a uniform, coherent and effective
provincial program containing provisions for the regular and detailed
determination of compliance with established objectives by individual
municipalities.
To a great extent, programs at the municipal level in both countries
remain focused on toxic metals and relatively few selected organic
compounds. In the U S., adequate identification of other toxic organic
compounds, particularly those on the Priority Pollutant list, is now
largely completed, and implementation of regulations necessary for their
control is continuing. In Ontario, the MISA review of sewer use
requirements will address control of a number of organic contaminants,
using a list based, in part, on the EPA Priority Pollutant list.
Certain U.S. categorical standards have not limited major toxic organic
discharges of pollutants such as methylene chloride, l,l,l—trichloroethane,
toluene, and ethyl benzene. Major industrial sources of these unregulated
pollutants include the Pharmaceuticals, Equipment Manufacturers, and
Petroleum refining industries. EPA is considering revisions of these
categorical standards or guidance documents and extension of the
contaminant list among all categorical industries to include other toxic
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 Generally, in jurisdictions with major programs, data adequate to allow
characterization of program delivery have been collected; however, an
inordinate level of effort was frequently required to do so. The most
common shortcoming encountered was decentralized files, making a review of
relevant permit inspection and enforcement difficult. Development of
electronic databases at the local level would simplify greatly tracking by
all levels of government and subsequent reviewof enforcement activities.
Local limits are a cornerstone of an effective program and are a necessary
supplement to categorical standards and the prohibitions in the control of
impacts of other hazardous wastes on a site—specific basis.
Total estimated releases of selected toxic contaminants from POTNs in the
Great Lakes basin ranged from approximately less than l tonne (one
thousand kilograms) per annum (t/a) of hexachlorobenzene and total PCBs
respectively to more than 500 t/a of chromium, lead and zinc for the year
l985. Because of a lack of an adequate database, no estimate of the
quantities of 2,3,7,8—TCDD, tetrachlorodibenzofuran and anthracene could
be made.
RECOMMENDATIONS
O
Emu
Research should be undertaken to determine if domestic sources of toxic
substances should be considered for additional control and to identify the
methods for effecting suitable controls.
Municipalities should have a centralized Electronic Data Processing
system, with effective and efficient accessibility. Ontario and the states
should ensure the timely, accurate, responsive, and continuous transfer of
compliance data from municipalities to their respective databases or
record systems in a manner to allow an accurate, responsive, comprehensive
and ongoing determination of program status and compliance.
Development of local limits to respond to contaminants in both effluent
and sludge as well as process inhibition and worker health and safety
concerns, should be done as a regulated requirement using a methodology
approved by state or provincial authorities. The substances controlled
and the extent of that control needs to be consistent throughout the basin.
Expanded use of regulatory biomonitoring techniques to demonstrate
nontoxicity should be encouraged as part of the permit development
process, or whole effluent toxicity limitations and other biomonitoring
requirements should be included in municipal point source permits.
Jurisdictions should cooperate in the collection of more broadly-based
data sets including loadings associated with air emissions and groundwater
exfiltration from STPs and collection systems. The significance of such
releases from plants should be explicitly considered in the development of
local limits, as well as controls where these appear necessary.
Further emphasis and resources should be dedicated to the provision, on a
regular basis, of training of both municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment plant operators as well as discharge permit inspectors. State
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atm
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com
pli
anc
e
and
enforcement activities.
_ 12 _
  
 III. INTRQDUQTIQN
The Great Lakes support a population in excess of 40 million people, the
majority of whom live in urban centres serviced largely by communal wastewater
treatment facilities.
As of l985, there were l,l99 municipal wastewater
treatment plants, with a total hydraulic design capacity of 19.5 x lo6
cubic meters per day (m3/d) (5,l30 million U.S. gallons per day) in the
basin. Three hundred and ninety of these facilities are considered major,
having design capacities in excess of 3,800 m3/d (l USMGD)(Report of the
Water Quality Board — l985).
In accordance with its terms of reference, the Municipal Pretreatment Task
Force of the Water Quality Board has prepared this report with the intention
of reviewing the significant features and objectives of current municipal
pretreatment programs in the various jurisdictions of the Great Lakes basin.
The Task Force has considered these programs in the light of Article VI of the
current Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, which calls for the
"establishment of pretreatment requirements for all industrial plants
discharging waste into POTNs where such industrial wastes are not amenable to
adequate treatment or removal using conventional municipal treatment
processes."
In performing this review, the Task Force was cognizant of and
drew upon the work of the l983 Municipal Abatement Task Force of the Water
Quality Board.
In preparing this overview, the Task Force has reviewed information on the
diverse pretreatment strategies in place in the basin and on ongoing
developments to effect additional levels of pretreatment control, with a
particular emphasis on control of toxic substances.
As the list of members (appended) indicates, national, state, provincial,
and municipal agencies were represented on the Task Force in some capacity.
The state of Illinois was not represented because none of its STPs discharges
into the Great Lakes basin; nor was Pennsylvania, which has few POTNs
discharging to the Basin.
Under the direction of the Water Quality Board, and with the participation
of the federal, state, provincial and municipal governments, the Municipal
Pretreatment Task Force was charged to:
i)
Review and report on the significant features and objectives of
current municipal pretreatment programs in the various jurisdictions
of the Great Lakes basin and, to the extent possible, determine and
compare their impact on the adequacy of control of toxic substances
discharged in the Basin.
ii) Compile information on the plans and strategies under development in
the jurisdictions to further improve current pretreatment control
programs.
iii) Analyze and report on the success of jurisdictions in obtaining
compliance among those industrial sources subject to pretreatment
provisions or requirements.
iv) Estimate the contribution of toxic substances (both metals and
organic chemicals) released to the basin ecosystem from municipal
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IV. ESTIMATION OF THE RELEASE OF SELECTED TOXIC SUBSTANCES TO THE
GREAT LAKES BASIN FROM MUNICIPAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS
In response to its charge under Item iv of its Terms of Reference — to
estimate the total contribution of toxic substances (both metals and organic
chemicals) released to the ecosystem of the Great Lakes basin from municipal
wastewater facilities via atmospheric emissions, sludge disposal, and effluent
discharges - the Task Force initiated a contract with Canviro Inc. Their
report, 'An Estimation of Toxic Substance Release to the Great Lakes basin
from Municipal Sewage Treatment Plants’ has been filed at the Regional Office
of the Commission and formed the basis for this chapter.
Under the provisions of the contract, a selected population of all
municipal STPs in the basin was contacted to assemble detailed information on
plant design, operating parameters and influent wastewater characteristics.
These data were used in conjunction with a predictive model and estimates of
contaminant removal efficiences achievable in different types of treatment
plants to estimate concentrations of selected contaminants in raw sewages,
treated effluents and sludges from municipal facilities. From these
estimates, the total loadings of the selected contaminants to the Great Lakes
basin from municipal STP effluents and associated atmospheric emissions and
sludge disposal practices were calculated by an extrapolation procedure.
Approach
Loading estimates for toxic substances, both metals and organic chemicals,
were of interest to the Task Force. Most investigations have focused on the
U.S. EPA ’priority pollutants' which includes l26 compounds, of which l3 are
trace metals. In order to reduce the information base to a manageable level,
it was agreed that a 'short list' of toxic contaminants or groups of
contaminants would be included in the estimate, based on their known presence
in POTN effluents and sludges, known environmental or human health
significance, and public concern. The short list included inorganic
contaminants, including cyanide, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead,
mercury, nickel and zinc, PCBs (total), 2,3,7,8—tetrachlorodibenzo—p—dioxin
(2,3,7,8—TCDD), related dibenzofurans, phenols (total), volatile aromatic
hydrocarbons, including benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene, chlorinated
volatile and semi—volatile compounds including chloroform,
tetrachloroethylene, hexachlorobenzene, l,l,l-trichloroethane and
trichloroethylene and base—neutral extractable polyaromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), including naphthalene and anthracene.
It was recognized that less data would be available on dibenzofurans,
which are not included in the U.S. EPA Priority Pollutant List, and on
2,3,7,8—TCDD, in particular, which was included in only a very few of the POTN
investigations of toxic organic contaminants. It was further agreed that the
estimate developed would reflect the toxic contaminants load for the entire
Great Lakes basin and would not be further subdivided into component parts.
Plant Selection
There are approximately l200 POTNs discharging to the Great Lakes basin,
of which about 360 had flows in excess of 4,540 m3/d (l.2 USMGD). To meet
the schedule and budget constraints, it was agreed to conduct the analysis on
a select number of plants from this population and then extrapolate to estimate
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 Table 4.1
DISTRIBUTION OF POTNs INCLUDED IN THE SURVEY
Z of Total
Total Number of Contact Replacement
Jurisdiction Plant Type Flow Plants Plants Plants Total
Ontario Lagoon
50.3785 0.02 l9 5 3 8
0.3785—3.785 0.49 70 6 3 9
>3 785 0.33 8 6 2 8
Elimiﬁl
53 785 0.1T 8 6 2 8
3.785—37.85 0.37 5 5 0 5
>3.785 3.09 7 7 0 7
§§£9ngary
53.785 0.50 69 6 3 9
3.785-37.85 3.28 49 l2 6 l8
37.85—ll3 55 4.51 15 14 l 15
>ll3.55 l2 22 7 7 0 7
Tertia51
53 785 0.12 19 6 3 9
3.985—l8.925 0.43 7 6 l 7
>18.925 0.62 3 3 0 3
United Lagoon
States 50.3785 0.06 Si 6 3 9
0 3785-3 785 0.70 109 6 3 9
>3.785 0.85 l8 7 4 ll
ELIEQLX
53.785 0.23 29 6 3 9
3 785-37.85 0.38 9 6 3 9
>3.785 0 — — — —
igcgndaxx
$3.785 2.l8 303 l0 5 l5
3.785—37.85 8.54 l50 21 ll 32
37.85—ll3.55 8.69 28 22 6 28
>ll3.55 39.76 20 20 0 20
Tertiary
53.785 0.55 77 6 3 9
3.985-18.925 2.06 48 9 5 l4
>18.925 9.86 21 21 0 2l
hisc;
30.3785 0.02 45 6 3 9
0.378543.785 0.02 S 5 0 5
TOTAL l00.00 ll99 240 73 3l3
*All Flows in l000 m3/d
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Tab1
e 4.
2
AVERAGE REMOVAL OF CONTAMINANTS THROUGH VARIOUS TYPES OF TREATMENT FACILITIES
Compound
Primary, Secondary Tertiarv Laqoon
Arsenic
16.
54.3
58.3
35*
Cadmium
39.1
40.5
43.9
46.2
Chromium
46.7
67.1
76.4
80.
Copper
41.8
74.9
80.7
77.8
Cyanide
60.0
70.5
56.4
74.
Lead
50.3
59.6
67.1
54.
Mercury
68.0
73.7
74.1
80.
Nickel
31.6
35.4
43.1
41.
Zinc
51.0
67.1
71.6
79.
PCBs (total)
56.9
79.3
82*
60*
2,3,7,8—tetrach1orodibenzo—p—dioxin
NA
NA
NA
NA
Dibenzofuran
NA
94.0
NA
NA
Pheno1s (tota1)
63.4
83.4
72.
57.
Benzene
50*
78.2
66.
99.
To1uene
46.5
77.2
91.
93.
Ethy1benzene
66.0
88.2
72.
79.7
Ch1oroform
46.7
52.2
61.6
79.7
Tetrach1oroethy1ene
70.0
78.0
91.
86.
Hexach1orobenzene
76.3
81.2
80*
80*
Trichioroetherne
71.9
72.0
75.2
86.
1,1,1-trich1oroethane
15.0
75.6
85.5
90.
Naphtha1ene
39.6
77.3
53.
75.
Anthracene
58.
63.5
NA
NA
 
*Best pofessiona1 judgment was used in the estimate.
NA - Concentrations were reported at less than measurement method detection 1imit
in the 1iterature. No estimate of removai avaiiabie.
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ESTIMATE REMOVAL BY BIODEGRADATION, VOLATIZIZATION, AND ADSORPTION
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1 B = Percent of removal related to Biodegradation
1 V = Percent of removal related to Volatilization
1 A = Percent of removal related to Adsorption
 
 Table 4.4
NASTENATER CONCENTRATIONS USED BY HAZPRED
Concentrations (pg/L)
  
Contaminant Industrial Commercial Domestic
Tota1 Cyanide 90.7 0.2 1.1
As 3.2 2.6 4.8
Cd 20.7 0.6 1.8
Cr 713.2 56.8 16.3
Cu 124.8 54.5 72.1
Pb 323.7 49.8 97.3
Hg 1.9 0.4 0.4
Ni 108.7 12.4 4.2
Zn 860.0 138.1 214.0
Total Phenols 204.1 37.0 30.8
Benzene 1.2 2.7 0.2
Toluene 52.3 11.0 2.6
Ethylbenzene 100.4 5.0 0.4
Chloroform 12.0 6.7 3.0
Tetrachloroethylene 69.9 21.4 6.3
1,1,1—trichloroethane 85.1 2.9 2.3
Trichloroethylene 25.4 12.8 0.4
Naphthalene 50.7 2.6 2.1
cyanide, the nationwide estimate for the United States was 5,563 Metric Tons
per annum (MT/A), or approximately 7% of estimated total metal loadings;
hazardous organic discharges were estimated to be 2,633 MT/A, approximately
20% of total organic loadings. As full implementation of pretreatment
programs occurs, the domestic contribution of hazardous metals is projected to
increase to 60% of the total metals loadings.
HAZPRED does not have the capability to predict the concentration of
2,3,7,8—TCDD, dibenzofurans or anthracene, since these contaminants were not
measured in the industrial wastewater characterization conducted by A.D.
Little. Further, PCBs and hexachlorobenzene were not detected in industrial,
commercial or domestic wastewaters at concentrations above the detection limit
(1 ug/L and 10 pg/L, respectively). Therefore, no predicted
concentrations for those compounds could be generated by HAZPRED.
Calculation Method
The step—by-step procedure (Figure 4.1) used to estimate the total
contaminant loading into the Great Lakes involved the following steps:
Information obtained from the procedure outlined above and data from the
POTN data file were used to estimate the quantities of toxic contaminants
released by municipal POTNs in the Great Lakes basin by the following
procedure:
1. The HAZPRED model was used to determine the concentrations of
contaminants in the influent to surveyed POTNs based on the reported
contributions of industrial, commercial and domestic operations to
the influent.
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ll.
The estimated influent concentrations were screened by comparison to
available Ontario or Ohio data (Table 4.5 and 4.6). In cases where
the predicted influent concentrations were outside the established
[l/3x(minimum) to 3x(maximum)] concentration range, or where HAZPRED
did not contain an estimate of the contaminant, the average influent
concentration from the Ontario or the Ohio POTN data was substituted.
Note that the Ohio data include sampling programs spanning early l985
to mid l988; thus some of these data may have been obtained prior to
full implementation of a pretreatment program at the sampled plant.
Also, arithmetic averages are used as averages in the Ohio data,
while geometric means are used as averages in the Ontario data.
difference is not considered significant, given the inaccuracies
associated with the calculated first estimates of total toxic
releases.
This
Effluent concentrations for each surveyed POTN were calculated based
on the removal efficiency established for that contaminant in that
type of plant.
The calculated effluent concentrations were checked against Ontario
or Ohio data. Based on the screening criteria given under Step 2,
these concentrations were accepted or replaced with the appropriate
average.
Using percent volatilization and percent adsorption estimates for
each plant type, the fraction of each selected compound emitted
directly to atmosphere or accumulated in sludge was calculated.
Calculated concentrations of contaminants adsorbed to sludge were
checked against those observed in POTN sludges in Ontario or Ohio.
Outliers were identified and replaced by average concentrations.
From the very limited data available on sludge incineration emissions
sampling, the quantity of each contaminant emitted to the atmosphere
from POTNs practicing sludge incineration was estimated.
The mass loading of each contaminant resulting from effluents
discharged by surveyed POTNs was calculated as the product of POTN
flow and effluent concentration.
The mass loading of each contaminant emitted to atmosphere from
aeration tanks and grit tanks at surveyed POTNs was estimated based
on the influent load and the degree of volatilization estimated for
that compound.
The mass loading of each contaminant resulting from sludge disposal
practices at each surveyed POTN was calculated based on the estimated
sludge concentrations, reported sludge generation rates and
applicable sludge disposal methodology.
The quantity of each toxic compound released from surveyed POTNs in
each jurisdiction/type/size stratum (Table 4.l) from all pathways
(effluent, atmosphere, sludge) was summed.
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CONCENTRATIONS 0F TOXIC CONTAMINANTS IN OHIO POTH INFLUENTS, EFFLUENTS AND SLUDGES
Contaminant
Nin.
Arsenic
<2.
Cadmium
<1.
Chromium
2.
Copper
2.
Cyanide
<5.
Lead
<4.
Mercury
<0.2
Nickel
<2.
Zinc
<2.
Benzene
Toluene
(0.2
Ethylbenzene
<0.
Chloroform
<0
Tetrachloroethylene
.
1
Trichloroethylene
<0.
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 12. The total quantity of each toxic compound emitted from all POTNs in
each stratum was calculated by extrapolation based on the ratio of
the total flow from POTWs in the stratum to the flow of surveyed
POTNs in the stratum.
T3. The total emissions of each toxic contaminant from municipal STPs in
the Great Lakes basin was calculated as the sum of the total
emissions from each stratum.
It should be noted that the reported total emissions do not represent the
total quantity of these contaminants deposited in the Great Lakes since no
assumptions were made with respect to the fate of the atmospheric volatile
emissions from aeration and sludge disposal. These totals represent a
first—order estimate of the emissions from all sources related to the
operation of municipal STPs in the Great Lakes basin.
Estimation of Release of Toxics from Municipal STPs
Following the calculation method, the mass of selected contaminants
released from municipal STPs in the Great Lakes basin via atmospheric
emissions, sludge disposal practices and effluent discharges was estimated.
The results of these calculations, including approximate pathway distribution,
are presented in Table 4.7. These estimated first order emissions, as noted
previously, are for the year l985.
For three of the organic compounds, 2,3,7,8—tetrachlorodibenzo—p—dioxin,
tetrachlorodibenzofuran and anthracene, no credible estimate of the mass
released from municipal STPs was possible. Concentration data for these
compounds were not available in HAZPRED and no estimate of their concentrations
in POTN influents was possible. 2,3,7,8—tetrachlorodibenzo—p~dioxin was not
detected at a concentration above the detection limit in any sample (influent,
effluent or sludge) from any treatment facility included in the Ontario or the
Ohio analytical database. Tetrachlorodibenzofuran was not included in the
analytical program in Ohio. In Ontario, tetrachlorodi— benzofuran was detected
in only one raw sewage sample (of 54 samples tested), two treated effluent
samples (of 38 samples tested) and none of the treated sludges. Therefore,
insufficient data were available to support an estimate of the mass released.
Similarly, anthracene was not detected in the influent or effluent from any
facility monitored in Ohio or Ontario at a concentration above the detection
limit. One sludge sample from a POTN in Ohio and one sludge sample from a
POTN in Ontario had a detectable concentration of anthracene.
For all other contaminants, a first—order estimate of the mass released
from municipal STPs in the Great Lakes basin was generated. The mass emitted
varied from less than i tonne/year for hexachlorobenzene and total PCBs
respectively to more than 500 tonnes/year for chromium, lead and zinc. As
mentioned, an estimation of the distribution/pathway of each contaminant is
also included, based on limited data.
An annual total PCB release of l tonne/a is consistent with estimates
derived from the extrapolation of STP effluent data generated by the Upper
Great Lakes Connecting Channels Study (UGLCCS). In determining total release,
it was assumed that the amount of PCB discharged in effluent was equivalent to
that released in air. No such confirming estimates were made for
hexachlorobenzene.
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 Table 4.7
ESTIMATE OF TOTAL RELEASE AND ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF
CONTAMINANTS FROM MUNICIPAL STPs IN THE GREAT LAKES BASIN
% of Total Release Emitted
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NS Assumed to be not significant
* via landfill or land application
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.
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ra
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ra
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re
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re
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is
on
.
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at
io
n
es
ti
ma
te
ge
ne
ra
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d
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c
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s
re
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d
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e
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te
s
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e
Gr
ea
t
La
ke
s
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ra
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at
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e
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ac
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n
an
d
an
th
ra
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at
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e
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t
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ra
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re
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ab
le
ag
re
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t
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ra
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at
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at
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re
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d
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ra
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ra
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r
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contaminants in industrial wastewater including 2,3,7,8-TCDD,
anthracene, PCBs, dibenzofurans and hexachlorobenzene.
-
More comprehensive data are needed to characterize the influent to
POTws with respect to industrial
contributions
and extraneous
flow.
-
More comprehensive data on emissions from POTNs
due to incineration
and volatilization are needed.
-
The data files developed for this
report need to be routinely updated
and expanded
to improve the estimates generated herein.
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V.
PRETREATMENT
PROGRAM
STRUCTURES
Pretreatment Programs in the United States
Federal
Legislative Framework
The five principal
U.S. federal
laws that govern waste and components of
waste management in the United States include the:
Federal
Hater Pollution Control Act, Clean Hater Act (CHA)
is the core
legislation for the regulation of discharges to municipal
sewer
systems.
Solid Haste Disposal Act including Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) defines waste in its many forms and sets out the regulatory
procedures
to control
the discharge of waste.
It contains an exemption
for discharges
comingled with domestic waste water, which will be
discussed in greater detail later in this report.
Clean Air Act addresses air quality
in the United States; air emissions
from U.S.
POTHs are required to comply with the provisions of this Act.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) or "Superfund"
is designed
to identify and remediate releases of
hazardous
wastes from abandoned waste sites,
and thus would only bear on
the operation of a small majority of POTHs receiving such discharges.
The
impact of CERCLA requirements on U.S. POTHs in the Great Lakes basin is
considered insignificant for the purposes of this report.
Toxic Substances Control Act, through the identification and control of
toxic chemicals, supports the above acts and many other U.S. laws.
The U.S.
Federal Government's
role in the development of National
Pretreatment Standards began with the passage of the CHA
in l972.
This act is
concerned with wastewater and sludge, as compared to the more comprehensive
mandate of RCRA, and calls for the U.S.
Environmental
Protection Agency to
address control of certain pollutants from industrial sources to POTHs.
An
overall regulatory framework was developed in the General Pretreatment
requirements,
initially published in l973,
and since modified in l978 and l98l.
The goal of the current CHA continues to be the restoration and
maintenance of the quality of surface water.
Three programs that have a
bearing on the control of sewer uses have been established under the CHA.
The NPP, which requires industrial pretreatment of waste to a
technologically based standard prior to discharge to municipal sewers;
The NPDES Program, which provides technology or water quality based
effluent standards and an associated permitting system that dischargers to
surface waters, including POTHs, must comply with;
Sludge disposal requirements under the CHA specify pollutant specific
limits for exercising various sludge disposal options.
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atm
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at
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re
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ra
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a c
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e c
aus
ed
tre
atm
ent
pla
nt
ups
ets
,
con
tam
ina
ted
slu
dge
,
or
vio
lat
ed
eff
lue
nt
per
mit
lim
its
.
The
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con
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atm
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con
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dis
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con
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con
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Regulatory Requirements
Prohibited Discharge Standards
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har
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con
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and
spe
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atm
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l
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pro
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h c
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f c
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a d
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the
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ch
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N
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cau
ses
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n
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use
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pli
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e
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y
pr
ov
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re
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Se
ct
io
n
40
5
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d
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e
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sp
os
al
Ac
t
(S
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A)
,
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g
the
RCR
A,
sta
te
slu
dge
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pre
par
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the
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s
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l
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Pr
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ec
ti
on
,
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se
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ch
an
d
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ie
s
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g
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the
ope
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the
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pme
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tre
atm
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gra
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.
198
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.
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Spe
cif
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pro
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ons
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O
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t
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a f
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0
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s p
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atm
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dis
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atm
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pre
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5 o
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pro
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l d
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disposal practices.
Typ
ica
l m
uni
cip
al
eff
lue
nt
per
mit
s m
ay
con
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the
l98
7 W
ate
r Q
ual
ity
Ame
ndm
ent
s
als
o r
equ
ire
s
the
imp
osi
tio
n
of "conditions in permits issued to POTWs .
. to protect public health and the
env
iro
nme
nt
fro
m a
ny
adv
ers
e e
ffe
cts
whi
ch
may
occ
ur
fro
m t
oxi
c p
oll
uta
nts
in
sewage sludge".
The
EPA
has
pro
vid
ed
a g
uid
anc
e m
anu
al
out
lin
ing
in
det
ail
app
rop
ria
te
met
hod
olo
gie
s
for
dev
elo
pme
nt
of
dis
cha
rge
lim
ita
tio
ns
on
sew
age
col
lec
tio
n s
yst
em
use
rs
(Gu
ida
nce
Man
ual
— E
PA,
Dec
.
l98
7).
Cur
ren
tly
,
som
e N
PDE
S p
erm
its
inc
lud
e c
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con
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a f
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con
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dis
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pro
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con
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a c
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con
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t
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establish whole effluent toxicity limits or limits on specific contaminants.
POTN local limits would then be developed to ensure these targets are met.
Local limits may also be developed to prevent fume toxicity to sewage
plant workers and for the reduction of toxic emissions to the airshed from the
POTN. Additional state requirements in areas such as solid waste management
and hazardous waste acceptance should also be considered in the development of
local limits. It should be emphasized that the existence and application of a
Federal categorical standard does not relieve a municipality of its obligation
to develop a more stringent local limit where the need for same is
demonstrated.
Methodology for Limit Development
A number of methods exist for the development of local limits, depending
on the specific concerns being addressed e.g. passthrough, explosivity,
control of volatile organic compounds, or control of sludge content.
.Selection of a particular technical approach is largely a local decision,
providing that the resulting limits are enforceable and scientifically
defensible. For further information, refer to: "Guidance Manual on the
Development and Implementation of Local Discharge Limitations under the
Pretreatment Program", December, l987, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Water, Office of Water Enforcement and Permits, 40l M Street, S.N.,
Washington, DC 20460.
Categorical Pretreatment Standards
As noted earlier, categorical pretreatment standards are aimed at
controlling the content of discharges of toxic substances to the POTN from
specific industrial sectors. Development of these standards began in 1978 and
has continued to this day under 40 CFR parts 400—499. Each categorical
standard covers one particular industrial sector.
In determining target industrial sectors, the categorical standard
initiative made use of the EPA list of l26 toxic pollutants (often referred to
as the Priority Pollutants) identified as having the greatest potential to
harm human health or the environment (Table 5 l). Some of the standards also
regulate industrial discharges of non-conventional pollutants which are not
included among the l26 chemicals. Those 28 industrial sectors currently
affected by categorical standards are listed in Table 5.2.
Six of the industrial categories have a pretreatment standard established
for TTOs. The TTO is defined as the sum of the masses or concentrations of
specific toxic organic compounds found in the industrial user's process
discharge at a concentration greater than 0.0l mg/l. Each Categorical Standard
lists the specific toxic organic compounds that are to be included in the
summation to define TTO for that particular category. The categories affected
by a TTO limit include electroplating, metal finishing, electrical and
electronic components, copper forming, aluminum forming, and coil coating
(can—making subcategory only). The TTO requirement for these industries
resulted from industry studies which demonstrated significant potential for
TTO discharges from them.
Industrial users in the electroplating, metal finishing, and electrical
and electronic components categories, rather than perform routine TTO
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 TABLE 5.2 SUMMARY STATUS OF NATIONAL CATEGORICAL PRETREATMENT STANDARDS: MILESTONE DATES
FINAL REGULATIONS
Proposed
PSES
90—Day
40 CRF New Source Promulgation Effective
Compliance
Compliance Report
Industry Cateaory
Part Rule Date’ Date
Date BMR Due Date
Date
Due Date
 
Aluminum Forming
467 11—22—82 10-24—83 12—07-83 06—04—84
10-24—86
0l-22-87
Battery Manufacturing
46l 11-10-82 03—09—84 04-23—84 10-20-84
03—09-87
06-07—87
Coll Coating (Phase I)
465 0l-lZ-81 lZ—Ol—82 01—17-83 07—16—83
l2-0l-85
03—01-86
Coil Coating (Canmaking))
465 02—l0-83 ll—l7—83 01—02—84 06—30-84
11—17-86
02—15-87
Copper Forming
468 ll—l2—82 08—15-83 09-26-83 03—25—84
08—15—86
ll-l3—86
Electrical and Electronic
469 08-24-82 04-08-83 05—l9—83 ll-l5-83
07-01-84 (TTO)2
09—29—84
Components (Phase I)
11-08—85 (As)
02—06—86
Electrical and Electronic
469 03-09-83 l2-l4—83 01-27-84 07—25-84
07—14-86
lO-lZ-86
Components (Phase II)
Electroplating
413 07-03—80' 01—28-81 03—30-8l 09—26—81 (Non-integ.) 04-27-84 (Non-integ.) 07-26-84
06-25-83 (Integrated) 06-30—84 (Integrated)
09-28-84
——
07—15-83 08-29-83 02—25-84 (TTO)
07—l5-86 (TTO)
l0—l3—86
Inorganic Chemicals
415 - 07—20—77 07-20-77 Ol—l6—78
07-20—80‘
10—18-80
(Interim, Phase I, and 07—24—87 06-29—82 08—12—82 05—09-83 06-29—85 09—27-85
Phase II)
10-25-83 08—22—84 10—05-84 04-03—85
08-22-87
11-20—87
Iron and Steel
420 Ol—07—8l 05-27—82 07—l0—82 04-06-83
07-l0-85
lO-O8~85
Leather Tanning and
Finishing
425 07-02—79 ll—23—82 0l-06—83 07—05—83
11-25-85
02-23—86
-
3
5
-
Metal Finishing
433 08-3l—82‘ O7-l5—83 08—29—83 02—25—84
06—30—84 (Part 433, TTO)5 09—28—84
07—l0—85 (Part 430. TTO)
l0-08—85
02—15-86 (Final)
05—16—86
 
Metal Molding and Casting
(Foundries)
464 ll-lS-BZ l0—30—85 lZ-l3—85 06—ll—86
l0-3l-88
0l—29-89
Nonferrous Metals Forming
471 03—05-84 08—23-84 10—07-85 04—05-86
08-23—88
ll—Zl—88
and Metal Powders
Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing 421 02-l7-83 03-08—84 04—23—84 l0—20—84
03—09—87
06—07—87
(Phase I)
Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing 42l 06—27-84 09-20—85 ll—04—85 05—03—86
09-20—88
12—19-88
(Phase II)
Organic Chemicals. Plastics 4l4.416 03-21-83 ll—05-87 lZ-Zl-87 06—20—88
ll-05—9O V
02—04-91
and Synthetic Fibers
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3
7
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TABLE 5.2 SUMARY STATUS OF NATIONAL CATEGORICAL PRETREATMENT STANDARDS: MILESTONE DATES (continued)
FINAL REGULATIONS
Proposed
PSES
90-Day
40 CRF
New Source
Promulgation
Effective
Compliance
Compliance Report
Industry Category
Part
Rule Date1
Date
Date
BMR Due Date
Date
Due Date
Pesticide Chemicals
455
11—30—82
10—04—856
-—
—-
——
——
Petroleum Refining
419
12-21-79
10-18-82
12-01—82
05—30-83
12—01-85
03—01-85
Pharmaceuticals
Manufacturing
439
11-26—82
10-27—83
12-12-83
06-09-84
10-27-86
01—25—87
Porcelain Enameling
466
02-27-81
11-24-82
01-07-83
07—05—83
11-25-85
02-23—86
Pulp. Paper. Paperboard
430,431
01—06-81
11-18-82
01-03—83
07-02—83
07-01-84
09—29-84
Stream Electric Power
Generation
423
10-14—80
ll-l9-82
0l-02—83
07—01-83
07—0l—84
09—29-84
Timber Products Processing
429
10431-79
01-26—81
03—30—81
09—26-81
01-26-84
04—25-84
PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Leather
Tanning and
Finishing - Amendments
425
01—21-87
(12—87)
Parentheses indicate expected milestone dates for categories that do not yet have final standards.
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1The
date
of
the
proposed
rule
for
each
category
is
used
to
determine
the
new
source
status
of
an
industrial
facility.
Industrial
facilities
that
were
inexistence
or
that
began
construction
of
the
regulated
processes
prior
to
that
date
are
considered
existing
sources.
New
sources
are
facilities
that
began
construction
of
the
regulated
processes
after
the
date
of
the
proposed
rule.
2The
compliance
date
for
total
toxic
organics
(TTO)
for
facilities
subject
to
existing
source
Electrical
and
Electronic
Components.
Phase
I
regulations
is
July
1,
1984.
The
compliance
date
for
arsenic
under
this
category
is
November
8,
1985.
’The
Electroplating
proposed
rule
date
is
not
used
to
determine
the
new
source/existing
source
status
of
a
facility.
The
Metal
Finishing
proposed
rule
date
is
used
to
make
this
determination
for
all
electroplating
and
metal
finishing
facilities.
‘The
compliance
date
for
Subparts
A.
B.
L.
AL.
AR.
BA.
and
DC
of
the
Inorganic
Chemicals
category
is
July
20,
1980.
The
compliance
date
for
Subparts
AJ.
AU.
BL,
BM,
8N,
and
so
(except
discharges
from
copper
sulfate
or
nickel
sulfate
processes
and
for
all
Subparts
of
Part
415
not
listed
above
is
June
29.
985.
sExisting
sources
that
are
subject
to
the
Metal
Finishing
standards
in
40
CFR
Part
433
must
comply
only
with
the
interim
limit
for
Total
Toxic
Organics
(TTO)
by
June
30,
1984.
Plants
also
subject
to
the
Iron
and
Steel
Manufacturing
standards
in
40
CFR
Part
430
must
comply
with
the
interim
TTO
limit
by
July
10.
1985.
The
compliance
date
for
metals.
cyanide.
and
final
TTO
is
February
15,
1986
for
all
sources.
‘On
July
25,
1986.
the
Eleventh
Circuit
Court
of
Appeals
remanded
to
the
EPA
the
final
regulations
originally
promulgated
on
October
4,
1985
for
the
Pesticide
Chemicals
category.
EPA
removed
the
regulation
from
the
Code
of
Federal
Regulations
on
December
15.
1986
(40
FR
44911).
Note:
The
compliance
date
for
any
discharge
that
is
subject
to
pretreatment
standards
for
new
source
facilities
(PSNS)
is
the
same
date
as
the
commencement
of
the
discharge.
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 In the Hazardous and Solid Waste amendments of l984, the Congress directed
the EPA to determine the types, size, and number of hazardous waste generators
disposing of waste through domestic sewage treatment systems, the types and
quantities of waste disposed of in this manner, and to determine if further
regulation would be required to protect human health and the environment from
such discharges.
The findings of the subsequent Domestic Sewage Study were
considered in this review and those relevant to the Great Lakes basin will be
emphasized herein.
Implementation
The General Pretreatment regulation for Existing and New Sources of
Pollution (40 CFR 403) requires that any POTW or combination of POTNs operated
by the same authority with a design flow greater than 5 million U.S. gallons
per day must establish a pretreatment program as a condition of its NPDES
permit.
The focus of any pretreatment program is largely direct control by the
municipality; the local pretreatment program is the legal, technical and
administrative framework for achieving effective discharger control.
In a
great majority of cases, the municipality has the legal authority, procedures
and funding to operate the pretreatment program, with the State and the EPA
playing an oversight role.
POTNs with design flows less than 5 USMGD (l8,900 m3/day) may be
required to develop a pretreatment program if non—domestic wastes cause
upsets, sludge contamination or violations of NPDES permit conditions, or if
their IUs are subject to national categorical pretreatment standards.
Under 40 CFR Part 403.l0d3, a permittee's NPDES permit shall contain
pretreatment conditions as enforceable items. An approved program is to
contain a minimum requirement for a compliance monitoring/sampling procedure
including a system for receiving, reviewing and maintaining records received
by the POTNs from SIUs of the sewer system. A SIU is defined in the EPA
Guidance Document as one meeting any of the following conditions: is subject
to promulgated categorical standards; generates waste having an impact on the
POTN; constitutes 5% (25,000 GPD) or greater of the flow to the POTN; or is
otherwise considered significant by the control authority.
The essential elements of a pretreatment program, to be carried out for
the most part by municipalities, were seen as:
i) developing and issuing
permits/agreements with industry;
ii) carrying out inspection/monitoring
activities on SIUs, including direct sampling of their wastewater as
necessary; iii) maintenance and updating of data on municipal effluents; iv)
enforcement and necessary remedy of non—compliance; v) reporting to the
approval authority at least annually on the status of programs; and vi)
performing other special condition requirements.
Categorical Industry Reporting Requirements
Categorical industries (those for whom regulations have been promulgated
as listed in Table 5.2) discharging to a POTN, must report to the control
authority (usually the POTN) in the following fashion:
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 Information management should be greatly improved by two simultaneous
initiatives. By use of the Permits Compliance System (PCS), the national
water program database, summary statistics of each approved POTN program,
including its pretreatment elements, will be available on a national basis.
At the same time, the compliance activities of state pretreatment programs
will be monitored through the Quarterly Noncompliance Report (QNCR) system.
As of October l987, PCS had the capability to track 54 national
pretreatment data elements. In addition, several 'blank' fields will be
available for EPA Regions and States to use in managing their programs more
effectively. Fourteen data elements will be required to be entered by the
states.
These l4 required elements form the pretreatment component of EPA's Water
Enforcement National Data Base (HENDB). The NENDB elements provide POTNs
specific information on the universe of regulated IUs, the quality of the
POTN's control mechanism, and a summary of the POTN's compliance monitoring
and enforcement program. The remaining 'optional' elements include data on
the POTw's legal authority, general program deficiencies, program resources
and other information.
States are presently required to report significant or 'reportable'
noncompliance with NPDES permits to EPA on a quarterly basis. This report is
called the Quarterly Noncompliance Report (QNCR). Presently, the regulations
governing the QNCR (40 CFR Part l23) specify that failure to submit program
reports and failure to implement approved pretreatment programs must be
reported on the QNCR and addressed by state enforcement action.
Guidance to date has been very general as to what constitutes "failure to
implement approved pretreatment programs".
EPA is presently finalizing
specific guidance on significant noncompliance with pretreatment
implementation requirements.
The guidance will center on failures of POTNs to
issue Industrial User control mechanisms, conduct sampling and inspection
activities and enforce pretreatment standards.
Having refined the guidance through demonstration applications during late
calendar year 1987 and early l988, the agency will propose any necessary
modifications to Part l23 of 40 CFR shortly.
Control of Hazardous Materials
When the RCRA was amended in l984, EPA was directed to review the nature
and amount of hazardous wastes discharged to POTNs both through the user's
normal sewer connection and transported to the POTN by truck, rail or
dedicated pipeline.
In this latter case, POTHs are subject to RCRA permit by
rule.
Hazardous wastes discharged into domestic waste streams are not
regulated under RCRA, as it was assumed that they would be sufficiently
controlled by the pretreatment program.
Recognizing the considerable effect
of the Domestic Sewage Exclusion on industry notification practices, in the
l984 RCRA amendments, Congress required that generators discharging hazardous
wastes to POTNs comply with RCRA notification requirements.
A large percentage of these wastes were not 'priority' pollutants and, as
such, were not targetted for coverage in the pretreatment program.
Since the
pretreatment program is not yet completely implemented, and in anticipation of
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Both the categorical and prohibited discharge standards will be expanded.
Twelve industrial categories are being investigated for new or broadened
standards. These include: equipment manufacturers; pharmaceutical
manufacturers; solvent and barrel reclaimers; hazardous waste treatment
facilities; paint manufacturers; industrial laundries; waste oil reclaimers;
motor vehicle services; transportation services; laboratories and hospitals;
and
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er a
nd t
exti
le p
rodu
cts.
EPA
expe
cts
to i
ssue
addi
tion
al
cate
gori
cal
standards and/or guidance for control of wastes from these industry sectors in
the next five years.
The prohibited discharge standards will be broadened to include more
rdetailed prohibitions on explosive/flammable compounds and wastes which could
impact worker health and safety.
In addition to adjusting the pretreatment standards, EPA is considering
modifying POTN program implementation requirements and the procedural
requirements placed on IUs; These changes will center on spill prevention and
the quality of POTN issued control documents and improvements to municipal
enforcement programs. Appropriate regulations were proposed on November 23,
1988 and should be promulgated sometime in l989.
Pretreatment Proqrams of the Great Lake States
Table 5.3 notes the number of pretreatment programs required and approved
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.S.
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 by corrective action, an enforcement schedule or formal enforcement action.
Table 5.4 summarizes PCI activity by state.
A POTN program audit is a comprehensive review by the state or EPA of all
elements of a pretreatment program.
Based on a review of initial audits,
compliance inspections and annual reports, audit activities will likely focus
on three areas; the adequacy of local limits; the effectiveness of POTN issued
control mechanisms; and the suitability of POTN administrative procedures.
Such audits should be scheduled a year prior to permit expiration, which
occurs in routine cases approximately every five years. Data on audit
activity in the Great Lakes basin are also presented in Table 5.4.
POTWs with pretreatment programs should also file reports on program
activities at least on an annual basis.
Information on industrial inventory
updates, permitting, inspection, monitoring and enforcement, including a list
of significant violators, should be provided in these reports.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for
review of state program activities.
Within the basin, EPA conducts reviews of
state pretreatment programs.
For both delegated and non—delegated states,
specific program goals and activities are negotiated annually. As noted in
the discussion of future initiatives, the recently established PCS
computerized database will be expanded to track pretreatment issues. Audit,
PCI and POTN annual report results are being loaded into PCS so an assessment
of implementation can be more easily made.
All pretreatment POTNs are encouraged to conduct a monitoring program.
Typically, monthly monitoring for metals and cyanide in the influent, effluent
and sludge and at least one annual GC/MS broadscan of these three streams for
organic species should occur, with further follow—up as required.
Significant
changes in annual reporting requirements can be made based on the findings of
such scans.
The need for an active monitoring program is apparent when the extent of
the spill and illegal discharge problem at POTNs is considered.
In 1985, the
Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies surveyed l07 of their member
municipalities, representing 308 POTNs corresponding to 39% of the estimated
total flow nationwide. This survey revealed that nearly all POTNs receive
hazardous wastes, the most common being corrosives, solvents, electroplating
baths and sludges. The most commonly reported sources of such wastes were
spills, illegal discharges from industries, and routine discharges from
industries.
Half the respondents noted discharges of explosive or flammable materials
(gasoline, jet fuel, benzene, xylene) and nearly half reported corrosion of
sewer lines due to acids and hydrogen sulfide gas. Approximately 30% of the
respondents have experienced one or more biological treatment system upsets
since l980 as a result of significant quantities of hazardous materials
contained in plant influent (Guidance Manual for Reporting Interference at
POTNs, Sept. l987, U.S. EPA).
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New York State
i) Approach
A
June
l988
application
from
the
State
of
New
York
for
delegation
of
its
pretreatment
program
is
currently
under
review
by
EPA.
Delegation
is
anticipated
in
l989,
however,
resource
and
legal
authority
issues
are
currently
under
review.
Oversight
of
the
implementation
and
enforcement
of
the
56
approved
pretreatment
programs
in
the
entire
state
is carried
out
by
the
New
York
Dept.
of
Environmental
Conservation
under
an
extended
Memorandum
of Understanding with EPA Region II.
These
56
municipalities
contain
9l
POTNs
with
more
than
l,500
SIUs.
Approximately
half
of
these
SIUs
are
subject
to
some
form
of
toxic
consideration.
Twenty—five
of
these municipalities,
containing
a total
of
31
POTN
treatment
facilities,
discharge
into
the
Great
Lakes
basin,
and
all
have
state approved pretreatment programs.
The
development
phase
of
these
56
programs
was
conducted
by
the
Department
of
Environmental
Conservation's
(DEC)
Central
Office
and
overseen
and
formally
approved
by
EPA
Region
II.
Program
guidance
and
oversight
remains
a
Central
Office
function;
however,
the
inspection,
report
review,
monitoring/sampling,
and
non—compliance
follow—up
activities
are
provided
by
DEC's
nine
regional
offices.
In
New
York
State,
Water
Quality
regulations
are
based
on
receiving
water
classifications
as
defined
by
best
usage
of
the
waters.
Quality
standards
with
numerical
limits
are
included
for
protection
of
human
and
aquatic
health.
These
regulations
were
amended
in
1985/86
to
include
ambient
water
quality
standards.
Some
96
hazardous
or
toxic
substances
are
included
in
the
ambient
water
quality
standards
which
also
have
numerical
limits
based
on
human
and
aquatic
considerations.
These
regulations
and
standards
in
effect
"ban
the
discharge
of
toxic
substances
in
toxic
amounts".
Point
source
direct
discharge
permits
are
developed
on an
individual
basis
and
address
these
water
quality regulations.
A
municipality's
POTN
discharge
permit
includes,
where
applicable,
requirements
for
the
implementation of
all
pretreatment
program elements,
including
the
requirement
to
issue
IU
permits
incorporating
local
discharge
limits.
Each
approved
pretreatment
program
originally
provided
the
legal
authority,
procedures,
and
staffing
to
implement
the
program.
During
program
development
(l980—l985)
at
least one
GC/MS
scan was
required
to determine
recommendations
for
local
limits.
Analysis
and
allocation
of
influent
loading
to
STPs
were
used
to
determine
local
limits,
and
continue
to be
a
periodic
requirement;
various
data
that
document
process
inhibition
also
serve
as
input
for local limits.
The
strict
water
quality
standards,
as
well
as other
toxic
substances
controls placed on the point source discharge, must now be reflected
in local
limit
development
as
part
of
the ongoing
oversight.
DEC's
policy
guidance
toward
local
limits
is
to
ensure
that
all
available
data
and
regulations
are
included
when
setting
local
limits,
local
limits
are
set
correctly,
and
limits
are modified appropriately when conditions or requirements change.
DEC uses
EPA's
"Guidance Manual on the Development and Implementation of
Local
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office staff providing overall coordination. Approximately 7.5 FTEs are
currently involved in the program.
The Michigan program operates under narrative water quality standards,
with specific procedures for calculation of effluent limitations on a site
specific basis. It is not confined to the EPA Priority Pollutant list;
significant toxicity data are factored into effluent permit levels. Human
health considerations (carcinogenicity) are also a factor in the determination
of discharge levels.
The DNR took the lead in the development of local limits with the issuing
of "Industrial Pretreatment Guidebook for POTMs" in l982. This guidebook
outlined a method of headworks analysis and mass balance techniques to
determine local limits based on water quality criteria. Although there is not
a broad requirement for updating limits, as new limits are introduced on
pollutants such as silver, other established limits are then reviewed.
Sludge disposal is regulated under a PERM ( Program for Effective
Residuals Management) initiative, which is required by the POTN's NPDES
permit. The PERM requires that the operator develop a preliminary and a
contingency method for the disposal of sludge. The majority of Michigan
municipalities has approved sludge management programs and several others are
under review at this time. The residuals management program focuses on
metallic pollutants and selected organic compounds, as well as nutrient
content in the form of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium.
The DNR provides technical support through monthly meetings of the
Pretreatment Coordinating Committee. They also maintain contacts with the
local arm of the Water Pollution Control Federation, the Michigan NPCA and its
Industrial Pretreatment Committee.
As of Oct. 1988, the DNR has resumed
issuing Pretreatment bulletins on a quarterly basis.
In reviewing areas in which the program could have been improved, in
retrospect, earlier training of the program staff would have been useful;
annual staff and community training is the current objective.
The strength of the Michigan program is Rule 57, the Toxic Substances
Rule, which permits only low passthrough values. Limits developed under Rule
57 are not restricted to any toxicant list, and provide protection for aquatic
and terrestrial organisms, as well as human health.
Michigan initially identified ll3 POTMs for which industrial pretreatment
programs would be required. Three more communities have subsequently been
identified, bringing the total to ll6.
Twenty nine (29) of these POTHs have a
flow capacity of 5 million gallons per day (USMGD) (l8,900 m3/d) or more.
Seventy nine (79) POTWs are considered to be major facilities, with design
flows of l USMGD (3,785 m3/day) or more. One hundred and eight (108) POTNs
have received state approval to implement their pretreatment programs. All
surface water dischargers in Michigan discharge to waters that flow to the
Great Lakes.
ii) Implementation
Industries discharging to POTWs are subject to control and regulation by
both Federal Pretreatment regulations and local sewer ordinances (local
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S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
.
P
O
T
N
s
m
u
s
t
s
u
b
m
i
t
a
n
n
u
a
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
r
e
p
o
r
t
s
t
h
a
t
s
u
m
m
a
r
i
z
e
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
u
s
o
f
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
w
i
t
h
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
.
N
h
e
n
t
o
x
i
c
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
a
r
e
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
i
n
a
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
w
a
t
e
r
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
,
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
b
a
s
e
d
e
f
f
l
u
e
n
t
l
i
m
i
t
s
a
r
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
f
o
r
t
h
e
s
e
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
a
n
d
i
n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e
d
i
n
t
o
t
h
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
.
T
h
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
y
t
h
e
n
u
s
e
s
i
t
s
'
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
t
o
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
l
o
c
a
l
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
l
i
m
i
t
s
o
n
n
o
n
—
d
o
m
e
s
t
i
c
u
s
e
r
s
t
o
e
n
s
u
r
e
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
w
i
t
h
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
l
i
m
i
t
s
.
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
h
a
s
c
h
o
s
e
n
t
o
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
o
f
a
l
l
P
O
T
N
s
(
r
e
g
a
r
d
l
e
s
s
o
f
s
i
z
e
)
r
e
c
e
i
v
i
n
g
w
a
s
t
e
w
a
t
e
r
f
r
o
m
o
n
e
o
r
m
o
r
e
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
c
a
l
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
.
T
h
e
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
P
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
s
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
S
u
r
f
a
c
e
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
o
f
D
N
R
.
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
f
o
r
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
o
v
e
r
v
i
e
w
l
i
e
s
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
n
i
n
e
S
u
r
f
a
c
e
W
a
t
e
r
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
O
f
f
i
c
e
s
;
t
h
e
s
t
a
f
f
o
f
t
h
e
s
e
o
f
f
i
c
e
s
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
a
l
l
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
y
i
n
s
p
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
a
n
d
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
a
u
d
i
t
s
,
a
s
w
e
l
l
a
s
r
e
v
i
e
w
a
l
l
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
a
l
s
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
u
n
d
e
r
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
a
n
n
u
a
l
r
e
p
o
r
t
s
.
E
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
a
c
t
i
o
n
,
i
f
w
a
r
r
a
n
t
e
d
,
w
i
l
l
b
e
i
n
i
t
i
a
t
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
t
a
f
f
.
T
h
e
S
t
a
t
e
m
a
y
t
a
k
e
c
o
n
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
a
c
t
i
o
n
a
g
a
i
n
s
t
b
o
t
h
t
h
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
y
a
n
d
a
n
y
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
y
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
n
g
t
o
a
n
o
n
—
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
.
Ohio
i) Approach
T
h
e
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
w
a
s
d
e
l
e
g
a
t
e
d
t
o
O
h
i
o
b
y
t
h
e
E
P
A
i
n
J
u
l
y
o
f
1
9
8
3
.
T
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
s
m
a
n
a
g
e
d
f
r
o
m
O
h
i
o
E
P
A
h
e
a
d
q
u
a
r
t
e
r
s
,
w
i
t
h
f
i
v
e
f
i
e
l
d
o
f
f
i
c
e
s
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
i
n
g
s
a
m
p
l
i
n
g
a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
s
.
F
T
E
s
d
e
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
t
o
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
t
o
t
a
l
l
2
,
w
i
t
h
f
o
u
r
i
n
t
h
e
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
o
f
f
i
c
e
s
a
n
d
e
i
g
h
t
i
n
t
h
e
f
i
e
l
d
.
T
h
e
s
e
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
a
l
s
o
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
f
o
r
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
i
n
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
O
h
i
o
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
a
r
e
n
u
m
e
r
i
c
a
l
l
y
b
a
s
e
d
,
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
u
s
i
n
g
t
h
e
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
c
o
n
t
a
i
n
e
d
w
i
t
h
i
n
t
h
e
E
P
A
G
o
l
d
B
o
o
k
,
a
n
d
a
r
e
u
p
d
a
t
e
d
a
n
n
u
a
l
l
y
.
W
i
t
h
r
e
g
a
r
d
t
o
P
r
i
o
r
i
t
y
P
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
,
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
h
a
s
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
a
n
d
i
s
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
a
n
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
t
o
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
R
u
l
e
5
7
;
h
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
i
t
i
s
b
a
s
e
d
o
n
l
y
o
n
t
h
e
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
a
q
u
a
t
i
c
l
i
f
e
a
t
t
h
i
s
t
i
m
e
.
H
u
m
a
n
h
e
a
l
t
h
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
a
r
e
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
b
e
i
n
g
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
a
n
d
w
i
l
l
b
e
i
n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e
d
i
n
t
o
t
h
i
s
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
o
n
i
n
s
o
m
e
f
o
r
m
w
i
t
h
i
n
t
h
e
n
e
x
t
y
e
a
r
.
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
t
h
a
t
P
O
T
H
s
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
s
l
u
d
g
e
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
p
l
a
n
s
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
i
n
g
a
l
l
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
o
f
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
.
T
h
e
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
f
o
c
u
s
i
s
o
n
m
e
t
a
l
l
i
c
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
n
t
s
;
o
r
g
a
n
i
c
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
n
t
s
a
r
e
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
o
n
a
c
a
s
e
-
b
y
-
c
a
s
e
b
a
s
i
s
.
L
o
c
a
l
l
i
m
i
t
s
a
r
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
r
e
v
i
e
w
o
f
t
h
r
e
e
G
C
/
M
S
s
c
a
n
s
o
f
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
t
/
e
f
f
l
u
e
n
t
/
s
l
u
d
g
e
a
t
e
a
c
h
P
O
T
N
.
T
h
e
l
i
m
i
t
s
a
r
e
s
e
t
o
n
a
c
a
s
e
—
b
y
—
c
a
s
e
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basis
through
the
application
of
the
state
water
quality
standards
of
l978,
generic
inhibition
data,
sludge
disposal
options,
and
removal
data,
both
site
specific
and
values
derived
from the
literature.
Renewal
of
each
permit
calls
for
a
demonstration
of
the
adequacy
of
local
limits
and,
in
addition,
the
state
requests
an
annual
review
of
limits.
One
hundred
POTNs
have
been
required
to
develop
pretreatment
programs;
of
these,
98
now
have
approved
programs.
These
lOO
include
all
POTNs
with
design
flows
greater
than
5
USMGD
(l8,900
m3/day)
having
contributing
industries,
and
smaller
POTNs
with
apparent
problems
associated
with
industrial
discharges
or
receipt
of
a
large
industrial
waste
contribution.
Forty—one
(4i)
of
the
targeted
POTNs
discharge
into
the
basin
and
2l
of
those
have
a
flow
of
greater
than 5 USMGD (l8,900 m3/day).
Industrial
users
not
affiliated
with
targeted
facilities
(including
some
falling
under
federal
and
state
categorical
standards)
are
regulated
directly
by
the
Ohio
EPA,
Division
of
Water
Pollution
Control,
under
their permitting
program.
Approximately
50
SIUs
are
under
state
control
in
the
basin.
Compliance
monitoring
is
conducted
by
the
Division
of
Water
Quality
and
Assessment.
The
state
provides
technical
support
through workshops
held
statewide
every
l5
months
and
linkages
with
professional
organizations
such
as
the
Ohio
Water
Pollution
Control
Association
(ONPCA).
Categorical
pretreatment
groups
are also used for program review.
ii) Implementation
Following
initiation
by
the
State,
ongoing
development
and
implementation
will
be
largely
the
responsibility
of
the
local
level
of
government
through
NPDES
permits
issued
to
the
POTWs.
Permits
for
POTNS
with
approved
pretreatment
programs
require
submission
of
program
status
reports
and
data
on
IU effluents.
Each
municipal
pretreatment
program
is
inspected
at
least
once
per
year
to
ensure
that
the
POTN
is
complying
with
its
approved
program.
Twenty
percent
of
these
inspections
will
be
program
audits,
designed
to
assess
program
effectiveness
and
adequacy
as
well
as
compliance.
POTNs
with
approved
pretreatment
programs
conduct
at
least
annual
on—site
inspections
at
each
categorical
and
SIU.
POTWs
monitor
IUs
regulated
by
federal
and
state
categorical
standards
at
least
twice
per
year.
Other
SIUs
are
monitored
at
least
once
each
year.
Ohio
EPA
will
inspect
significant
and
categorical
IUs
not
affiliated
with
targeted
facilities
annually
and
will
continue
to
monitor
these
industries
annually
as
resources
allow.
The
Ohio
EPA
has
established
a
computer
database
to
facilitate
the
receipt
and
analysis
of
baseline
reports,
self
monitoring
reports,
compliance
schedules
and
compliance
reports,
including
information
on
influent,
effluent,
and
sludge
analysis
from
POTNs.
Compliance
inspection
and
audit
procedures
have
been
tied
into
those
already
in
existence
in
the
POTN
direct
discharge
sampling program.
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 A
d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
o
f
n
o
n
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
w
i
l
l
b
e
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
i
n
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
r
u
l
e
s
d
u
r
i
n
g
t
h
i
s
y
e
a
r
;
i
t
i
s
a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
t
h
a
t
a
o
n
e
y
e
a
r
t
r
a
n
s
i
t
i
o
n
p
e
r
i
o
d
w
i
l
l
b
e
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
f
o
r
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.
I
n
a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
i
n
t
h
e
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
E
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
P
r
o
t
o
c
o
l
i
s
a
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
,
a
s
i
s
t
h
e
r
e
l
u
c
t
a
n
c
e
o
f
a
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
t
o
p
r
o
c
e
e
d
w
i
t
h
l
e
g
a
l
a
c
t
i
o
n
f
o
r
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
.
I
t
i
s
c
l
e
a
r
t
h
a
t
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
a
n
d
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
s
m
u
s
t
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
m
o
r
e
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
a
n
d
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
o
u
s
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
t
o
a
l
l
t
h
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
t
h
e
l
e
g
a
l
s
t
a
f
f
.
T
h
e
r
e
w
a
s
a
l
s
o
a
n
e
e
d
t
o
s
i
m
p
l
i
f
y
t
h
e
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
i
n
a
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
t
h
e
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
m
a
n
u
a
l
s
,
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
l
y
t
h
o
s
e
u
s
e
d
a
t
t
h
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
l
e
v
e
l
.
Indiana
i
)
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
I
n
d
i
a
n
a
h
a
s
a
p
p
l
i
e
d
f
o
r
a
n
d
i
s
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
a
w
a
i
t
i
n
g
d
e
l
e
g
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
i
t
s
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
f
r
o
m
E
P
A
R
e
g
i
o
n
V
.
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
s
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
f
r
o
m
o
n
e
c
e
n
t
r
a
l
o
f
f
i
c
e
,
u
s
i
n
g
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y
3
F
T
E
s
,
r
a
t
h
e
r
t
h
a
n
t
h
e
5
c
a
l
l
e
d
f
o
r
i
n
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
d
e
s
i
g
n
.
T
h
e
s
e
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
i
s
s
u
e
a
n
d
a
u
d
i
t
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
o
n
l
y
;
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
i
s
u
n
d
e
r
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
b
r
a
n
c
h
u
s
i
n
g
a
n
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
l
t
o
2
F
T
E
s
.
T
h
e
I
n
d
i
a
n
a
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
(
I
D
E
M
)
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
,
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
4
5
P
O
T
N
s
t
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
e
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
a
n
d
s
t
a
t
e
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
A
l
l
4
5
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
h
a
v
e
b
e
e
n
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
.
O
f
t
h
e
s
e
P
O
T
W
S
,
t
h
e
r
e
a
r
e
n
i
n
e
t
h
a
t
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
i
n
t
o
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
b
a
s
i
n
.
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
i
n
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
b
a
s
i
n
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
t
h
o
s
e
a
t
G
a
r
y
,
E
a
s
t
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
C
i
t
y
,
S
o
u
t
h
B
e
n
d
,
M
i
s
h
a
w
a
k
a
,
E
l
k
h
a
r
t
,
G
o
s
h
e
n
,
K
e
n
d
a
l
l
v
i
l
l
e
,
a
n
d
F
o
r
t
Wayne.
T
h
e
I
D
E
M
h
a
s
d
i
r
e
c
t
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
o
f
a
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
I
U
s
t
h
a
t
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
w
a
s
t
e
w
a
t
e
r
t
o
P
O
T
N
s
n
o
t
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
t
o
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
a
n
d
o
p
e
r
a
t
e
a
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
T
h
e
r
e
a
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
l
l
I
U
s
u
n
d
e
r
S
t
a
t
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
i
n
t
h
e
b
a
s
i
n
.
P
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y
,
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
a
r
e
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
b
a
s
e
d
o
n
t
h
e
E
P
A
G
o
l
d
B
o
o
k
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
,
w
h
i
c
h
c
a
l
l
s
f
o
r
n
o
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
o
f
t
o
x
i
c
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
c
e
s
i
n
t
o
x
i
c
a
m
o
u
n
t
s
.
E
P
A
P
r
i
o
r
i
t
y
P
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
d
a
t
a
a
r
e
u
s
e
d
t
o
s
e
t
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
b
a
s
e
d
e
f
f
l
u
e
n
t
l
i
m
i
t
s
.
R
e
v
i
s
e
d
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
n
a
r
r
a
t
i
v
e
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
,
a
r
e
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
u
n
d
e
r
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
.
S
l
u
d
g
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
i
s
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
e
d
u
n
d
e
r
a
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
L
a
n
d
A
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
t
h
e
I
n
d
i
a
n
a
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
.
T
h
e
f
o
c
u
s
o
f
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
s
o
n
m
e
t
a
l
s
,
p
h
o
s
p
h
o
r
u
s
,
n
i
t
r
o
g
e
n
a
n
d
P
C
B
s
.
I
n
i
t
i
a
l
l
y
t
h
e
r
e
w
a
s
h
e
a
v
y
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e
i
n
t
h
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
o
f
l
o
c
a
l
l
i
m
i
t
s
,
m
u
c
h
o
f
i
t
b
a
s
e
d
o
n
t
h
e
E
P
A
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
o
f
t
w
a
r
e
.
T
h
e
l
i
m
i
t
s
w
e
r
e
t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
b
a
s
e
d
a
n
d
o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
l
y
u
s
e
d
d
e
f
a
u
l
t
v
a
l
u
e
s
d
e
r
i
v
e
d
f
r
o
m
t
h
e
o
l
d
N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
R
e
m
o
v
a
l
R
a
t
e
s
;
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
t
h
e
"
P
r
e
l
i
m
"
v
a
l
u
e
s
a
r
e
u
s
e
d
.
(
P
R
E
L
I
M
U
S
E
R
S
G
U
I
D
E
,
V
e
r
s
i
o
n
3
.
0
,
U
S
E
P
A
,
O
f
f
i
c
e
o
f
W
a
t
e
r
E
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
P
e
r
m
i
t
s
,
4
0
l
M
S
t
r
e
e
t
,
S
.
N
.
,
W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
D
.
C
.
2
0
4
6
0
)
.
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
c
o
n
t
a
i
n
h
e
a
v
y
m
e
t
a
l
l
i
m
i
t
s
(
C
u
,
Z
n
,
C
r
,
N
i
,
P
b
,
C
d
,
H
g
)
a
s
w
e
l
l
a
s
c
y
a
n
i
d
e
.
I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
s
u
r
v
e
y
s
w
e
r
e
u
s
e
d
t
o
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
p
e
r
m
i
t
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needs
beyond
these
metals.
In
a
few
instances,
monitoring
for
toxic
organic
substances
is
required
on
an
annual
or
semi
annual
basis.
Permits
are
updated
as
they
are
reissued;
typically
the
updating
takes
approximately
one
year.
To
provide
some
technical
assistance,
the
state
met
with
the
POTW
community
last
year
and
will
attempt
to
do
so
again
this
year.
ii) Implementation
a) Major Facilities
As
stated
above,
pretreatment
programs
are
made
an
enforceable
part
of
the
POTWs
NPDES
permit
through
the
incorporation
of
effluent
limits
for
IUs,
and
the
administratiOn
of
monitoring
and
inspection
activities
to
determine
compliance
by
the
IUs.
Also,
POTWs
are
required
by
permit
to
enforce
their
ordinances
against
the
IUs,
operate
compliance
monitoring
programs
and
report
IU compliance status.
Compliance
with
pretreatment
requirements
is
verified
by
computer
tracking
by
the
IDEM
of
analytical
results
contained
in
the
monthly
monitoring
reports,
and
through
audits
or
PCI
on
municipal
programs.
The
state
also
tracks,
through
quarterly
IU
compliance
status
reports
from
each
POTN,
the
compliance
status
of
each
IU.
These
data
are
also
stored
on
computer.
State
pretreatment
staff
visit
each
POTN
once
per
year,
at
minimum,
to
perform
onsite
and
audits
or
PCIs
of
program
operation.
b) Minor Facilities
 
The
state
has
identified
ll
IUs
discharging
to
POTNs
in
the
Great
Lakes
basin
for
continued
scrutiny.
Industrial
Pretreatment
Permits
have
been
issued
by
the
State
to
all
ll
IUs.
These
permits
require
the
IUs
to
meet
effluent
limits,
analyze
and
report
results
to
the
State,
etc.
The
permits
have
been
issued
in
accordance
with
state
and
EPA
guidelines
for
permit
writing.
Minnesota
The
EPA
delegated
the
Minnesota
pretreatment
program
to
the
state
in
July
of
1979.
Management
of
the
program
is
under
the
Minnesota
Pollution
Control
Agency
(MPCA);
the
headquarters
office
is
charged
with
overall
coordination
and
2
to
3
FTEs
are
dedicated
to
the
program.
The
state
water
quality
standards
are
set
on
the
basis
of
use
classifications
for
fisheries,
recreation,
domestic
consumption,
and
several
other
uses.
Some
numerical
standards
are
used
to
define
water
and
effluent
quality,
as
well
as
a
narrative
omnibus
clause
banning
discharge
of
"toxic
substances
in
toxic
amounts."
The
standards
will
be
reviewed
in
T990.
The
MPCA
provides
sludge
management
through
a
permit
system
which
controls
metals,
nutrients,
and
PCBs.
Since
the
Western
Lake
Superior
Sanitary
District
(WLSSD)
plant
incinerates
its
sludge,
air
quality
limitations
are
also
used
to
develop
local
limits.
Human
health
concerns
are
reflected
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t
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c
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p
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L
o
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m
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t
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l
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p
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c
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s
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b
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c
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c
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S
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c
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c
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t
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c
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d
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c
o
u
p
l
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d
w
i
t
h
g
e
n
e
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i
c
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a
o
n
i
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h
i
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i
t
i
o
n
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f
t
h
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
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c
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s
.
T
h
e
M
P
C
A
l
a
s
t
h
e
l
d
a
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
s
e
m
i
n
a
r
m
o
r
e
t
h
a
n
a
y
e
a
r
a
g
o
;
t
h
e
y
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
n
o
w
t
o
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
q
u
e
r
i
e
s
.
O
n
e
P
O
T
N
w
i
t
h
a
f
e
d
e
r
a
l
l
y
d
e
l
e
g
a
t
e
d
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
(
N
L
S
S
D
—
D
u
l
u
t
h
a
n
d
C
l
o
q
u
e
t
)
a
n
d
o
n
e
P
O
T
N
w
i
t
h
a
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
l
o
c
a
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
(
H
i
b
b
i
n
g
-
t
w
o
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
l
a
n
t
s
)
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
i
n
t
o
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
b
a
s
i
n
.
A
t
t
h
e
N
L
S
S
D
P
O
T
N
,
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
b
a
s
e
d
e
f
f
l
u
e
n
t
l
i
m
i
t
s
a
r
e
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
d
b
y
m
a
s
s
b
a
l
a
n
c
e
a
n
d
o
t
h
e
r
w
a
t
e
r
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
.
0
f
t
h
e
n
i
n
e
S
I
U
s
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
i
n
g
t
o
t
h
e
N
L
S
S
D
p
l
a
n
t
,
o
n
e
(
l
l
i
)
i
s
n
o
t
i
n
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
w
i
t
h
r
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
.
I
n
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
,
f
i
v
e
o
t
h
e
r
P
O
T
N
s
(
E
v
e
l
e
t
h
,
K
e
t
t
l
e
R
i
v
e
r
,
S
i
l
v
e
r
B
a
y
,
T
w
o
H
a
r
b
o
r
s
,
a
n
d
V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a
)
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
i
n
g
t
o
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
b
a
s
i
n
w
e
r
e
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
a
n
d
f
o
u
n
d
n
o
t
t
o
h
a
v
e
I
U
i
n
p
u
t
s
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
e
n
o
u
g
h
t
o
w
a
r
r
a
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
.
I
n
a
l
l
c
a
s
e
s
,
t
h
e
M
P
C
A
r
e
t
a
i
n
s
t
h
e
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
a
n
d
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
t
o
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
t
h
e
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
b
o
t
h
i
n
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
w
i
t
h
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
l
o
c
a
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
a
n
d
t
h
o
s
e
w
i
t
h
n
o
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
T
h
e
M
P
C
A
i
s
s
u
e
s
S
t
a
t
e
D
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
S
y
s
t
e
m
P
e
r
m
i
t
s
t
o
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
c
a
l
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
i
n
a
c
c
o
r
d
a
n
c
e
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
N
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
c
a
l
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
a
n
d
m
o
n
i
t
o
r
s
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
I
U
s
e
l
f
m
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
r
e
p
o
r
t
s
a
n
d
s
t
a
t
e
i
n
s
p
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
m
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
a
s
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
.
A
l
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
a
r
e
a
u
d
i
t
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
M
P
C
A
t
o
a
s
s
u
r
e
c
o
m
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
p
l
a
n
a
n
d
c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
c
o
n
t
a
i
n
e
d
i
n
t
h
e
N
P
D
E
S
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
.
Wisconsin
T
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
w
a
s
d
e
l
e
g
a
t
e
d
t
h
e
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
i
n
l
9
8
2
.
T
h
e
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
o
f
N
a
t
u
r
a
l
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
(
D
N
R
)
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
s
a
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
u
n
d
e
r
a
M
e
m
o
r
a
n
d
u
m
o
f
U
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
E
P
A
.
T
h
e
2
4
m
a
j
o
r
P
O
T
N
s
o
v
e
r
5
U
S
M
G
D
(
l
8
,
9
0
0
m
3
/
d
)
d
e
s
i
g
n
c
a
p
a
c
i
t
y
(
l
l
i
n
t
h
e
G
r
e
a
t
L
a
k
e
s
b
a
s
i
n
)
a
r
e
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
i
n
g
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
n
g
t
h
e
i
r
I
U
s
.
T
h
e
s
e
P
O
T
N
s
h
a
v
e
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
l
o
c
a
l
l
i
m
i
t
s
f
o
r
t
o
x
i
c
s
a
n
d
i
s
s
u
e
d
p
e
r
m
i
t
s
w
i
t
h
n
u
m
e
r
i
c
a
l
l
i
m
i
t
s
t
o
t
h
e
i
r
I
U
s
.
T
h
e
r
e
a
r
e
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y
4
5
0
I
U
s
o
f
P
O
T
N
s
i
n
W
i
s
c
o
n
s
i
n
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
t
o
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
c
a
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
.
T
w
o
—
t
h
i
r
d
s
o
f
t
h
e
s
e
a
r
e
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
i
n
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
w
i
t
h
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
a
n
d
t
h
e
b
a
l
a
n
c
e
a
r
e
d
i
r
e
c
t
l
y
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
e
d
b
y
t
h
e
D
N
R
.
T
h
e
D
N
R
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
t
h
e
s
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
t
o
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
a
n
n
u
a
l
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
r
e
p
o
r
t
s
a
n
d
h
a
s
a
u
d
i
t
e
d
o
r
i
n
s
p
e
c
t
e
d
e
a
c
h
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
o
n
a
y
e
a
r
l
y
b
a
s
i
s
.
P
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
i
s
c
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
i
n
t
h
e
H
e
a
d
q
u
a
r
t
e
r
s
o
f
f
i
c
e
a
m
o
n
g
4
F
T
E
s
,
w
h
o
c
e
n
t
r
a
l
l
y
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
t
h
e
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
a
u
d
i
t
s
a
n
d
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
r
e
v
i
e
w
s
,
a
n
d
a
s
s
i
s
t
w
i
t
h
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
m
e
n
t
.
T
h
r
e
e
t
o
f
o
u
r
F
T
E
s
a
s
s
i
g
n
e
d
t
o
t
h
e
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
c
a
r
r
y
o
u
t
f
i
e
l
d
i
n
s
p
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
,
r
e
v
i
e
w
r
e
p
o
r
t
s
f
r
o
m
I
U
s
a
n
d
d
i
r
e
c
t
l
y
o
v
e
r
s
e
e
,
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
a
n
d
I
U
s
o
f
P
O
T
N
s
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
o
u
t
s
i
d
e
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
t
h
a
t
h
a
v
e
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
p
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
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_On
March
l,
l989,
Wisconsin
Administrative
Codes
NRl05
and
106
were
promulgated
to
establish
comprehensive
procedures
for
establishing
Water
Quality
based
limitations
for
protection
of
the
aquatic
environment,
wildlife
and
human
health.
The
Department
uses
comprehensive
procedures
associated
with
these
codes,
including
a
review
of
IUs,
biomonitoring
and
chemical
specific
monitoring
as
necessary,
to
identify
concerns
and
develop
limits
in
the
Wisconsin
Pollutant
Discharge
Elimination
System
<WPDES>
permits
issued
to
municipalities.
POTWs
operate
with
a
Sludge
Management
Plan,
which
is
part
of
the
WPDES
permit,
regulating
disposal
methods
and
establishing
sludge
monitoring
requirements.
The
focus
is
on
metals
and
selected
organic
contaminants.
Local
limits
were
developed
using
initial
headworks
analysis
based
on
industrial
removals,
metals
and
cyanide
monitoring,
and
GC/MS
scans.
Sludge
data
are
required
in
the
POTW's
WPDES
permit.
The
state
provides
technical
support
through
Pretreatment
Program
over—
sight
activities
which
include
annual
pretreatment
program
audits
and
reviews.
Pretreatment in Canada
Federal
i) National Standards
In
Canada,
the
federal
government's
main
instrument
for
developing
water
quality
controls
is
the
Fisheries
Act.
Although
the
Act
deals
primarily
with
regulating
fishing
and
managing
fish
stocks,
it
also
contains
provisions
for
protecting
fish
habitat.
It
is
these
provisions
that
support
federal
water
quality controls in Canada.
Environment
Canada
promulgated
federal
regulations
and
guidelines
on
allowable
wastewater
discharges
from
six
industrial
sectors,
including
pulp
and
paper,
petroleum
refining,
chlor—alkali,
metal
mining,
metal
finishing
and
food
processing
(i.e.
potato
processing,
meat
and
poultry
products,
fish
processing),
in
the
mid—'7OS.
Together,
these
sectors
represent
approximately
65%
of
the
total
industrial
wastewater
discharge
in
Canada.
Where
these
industrial
sectors
discharge
to
municipal
sewerage
systems,
all
control
documents,
except
pulp
and
paper
and
chlor-alkali
regulations,
contain
a
sewer
use
exemption
clause.
The
Minister
of
Environment
is
to
give
approval
for
exemption
from
the
control
documents
only
where
the
off-site
facility
provides
"equivalent"
treatment.
If
the
off—site
facilities
are
not
approved
by
the
Minister,
the
effluents
leaving
the
plant
are
subject
to
the
legislative requirements.
ii) Implementation
Responsibility
for
implementation
of
the
regulations
under
the
Fisheries
Act
has
been
delegated
to
the
provinces.
Implementation
of
the
exemption
clause
of
federal
control
documents
has
been
inconsistent
among
regulated
industrial
sectors
and
various
regions
of
the
country.
For
example,
in
the
pulp
and
paper
sector,
there
are
24
mills
nationwide
discharging
to
municipal
sewers;
they
are
not
exempted
from
the
controls
nor
from
the
monitoring
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 r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
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A
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
e
f
f
l
u
e
n
t
s
f
r
o
m
t
h
e
2
4
n
o
n
-
i
n
t
e
g
r
a
t
e
d
m
i
l
l
s
a
r
e
b
e
l
i
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v
e
d
t
o
b
e
i
n
c
o
m
p
l
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a
n
c
e
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m
o
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t
o
r
i
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g
i
s
n
o
t
b
e
i
n
g
c
o
n
d
u
c
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d
i
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r
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c
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w
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t
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h
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g
u
l
a
t
i
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T
h
u
s
,
F
e
d
e
r
a
l
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
o
n
h
a
s
n
o
t
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
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n
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e
c
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v
e
b
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i
o
n
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s
e
w
e
r
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s
e
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
p
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o
g
r
a
m
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A
l
9
8
3
s
u
r
v
e
y
b
y
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
C
a
n
a
d
a
f
o
u
n
d
t
h
a
t
,
i
n
O
n
t
a
r
i
o
,
o
v
e
r
9
5
%
o
f
t
h
e
a
p
p
r
o
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m
a
t
e
l
y
3
5
0
m
e
t
a
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f
i
n
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s
h
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g
c
o
m
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n
i
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s
w
e
r
e
d
i
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h
a
r
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g
w
a
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t
e
w
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t
e
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t
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u
n
i
c
i
p
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e
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r
s
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T
w
o
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t
h
i
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o
f
t
h
e
w
a
s
t
e
w
a
t
e
r
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
s
w
e
r
e
l
e
s
s
t
h
a
n
5
,
0
0
0
m
3
/
y
r
.
(l
3
2
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S
M
G
Y
)
;
a
b
o
u
t
o
n
e
—
t
h
i
r
d
w
a
s
o
v
e
r
l
0
,
0
0
0
m
3
/
y
r
(
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.
6
4
U
S
M
G
Y
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E
f
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p
r
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e
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s
b
e
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g
p
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a
c
t
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e
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a
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e
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t
h
a
n
5
0
%
o
f
t
h
e
s
e
p
l
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t
s
.
R
e
c
o
r
d
k
e
e
p
i
n
g
f
o
r
w
a
s
t
e
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
w
a
s
g
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n
e
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l
l
y
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n
a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
.
M
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
(
s
e
l
f
o
r
e
x
t
e
r
n
a
l
)
o
c
c
u
r
r
e
d
a
t
l
i
t
t
l
e
b
e
t
t
e
r
t
h
a
n
h
a
l
f
t
h
e
c
o
m
p
a
n
i
e
s
surveyed.
i
i
i
)
R
e
c
e
n
t
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s
I
n
l
9
8
8
,
C
a
n
a
d
a
p
a
s
s
e
d
a
n
e
w
E
n
v
i
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o
n
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t
a
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e
c
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t
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p
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c
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b
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c
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T
h
e
l
e
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a
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p
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c
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c
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h
r
o
u
g
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g
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m
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c
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c
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p
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p
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p
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c
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p
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c
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p
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c
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T
h
e
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c
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c
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c
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.
I
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h
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g
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t
h
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d
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v
i
d
u
a
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t
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e
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i
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c
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c
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c
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r
c
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b
e
e
n
a
c
c
o
r
d
e
d
a
l
o
w
p
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c
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b
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c
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c
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p
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c
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P
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
s
1)
P
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n
c
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c
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c
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c
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c
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p
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i
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p
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c
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c
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c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
a
n
d
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
l
i
m
i
t
s
f
o
r
c
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c
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c
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b
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c
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p
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c
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b
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p
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c
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r
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n
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c
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c
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v
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c
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b
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c
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c
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b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
a
n
d
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
P
r
o
c
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"
a
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c
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i
e
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e
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d
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c
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1
b
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M
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E
s
t
a
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T
h
e
d
i
s
c
h
a
r
g
e
o
f
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
,
c
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l
a
n
d
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
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o
n
a
l
w
a
s
t
e
s
t
o
S
T
P
s
i
s
r
e
g
u
l
a
t
e
d
l
o
c
a
l
l
y
b
y
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
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r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
u
s
e
o
f
a
n
I
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
W
a
s
t
e
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 Sew
er
Use
By—
Law
dev
elo
ped
by
the
loc
al
lev
el
of
gov
ern
men
t
und
er
the
Mun
ici
pal
Act
. A
rev
ise
d M
ode
l
By—
Law
dev
elo
ped
by
the
MOE
,
Env
iro
nme
nt
Can
ada
and
rep
res
ent
ati
ves
of
the
Mun
ici
pal
Eng
ine
ers
Ass
oci
ati
on,
was
iss
ued
in
lat
e
198
8.
Man
y o
f t
he
mun
ici
pal
by—
law
s
rem
ainb
ase
d e
nti
rel
y o
r i
n p
art
on
the
Mod
el
Sew
er
Use
By—
Law
of
197
5,
but
are
cur
ren
tly
und
er
rev
iew
.
The
Mun
ici
pal
Act
pro
vid
es
ade
qua
te
aut
hor
ity
und
er
sec
tio
n 1
47,
par
agr
aph
210
to
imp
lem
ent
and
enf
orc
e a
loc
al
sew
er
use
by-
law
.
How
eve
r,
the
re
are
no
pro
vis
ion
s
in
the
Act
to
all
ow
the
cou
rts
to
ter
min
ate
the
use
of
the
sew
ers
or
to
iss
ue
eff
lue
nt
dis
cha
rge
per
mit
s
to
IUs
.
In
Jun
e 1
988
,
the
Act
was
ame
nde
d b
y i
ncr
eas
ing
the
max
imu
m a
llo
wab
le
fin
es
to
$5,
000
for
the
fir
st
off
enc
e a
nd
$10
,00
0 f
or
sub
seq
uen
t o
ffe
nce
s f
or
ind
ivi
dua
ls
and
$25
,00
0 f
or
the
fir
st
off
enc
e a
nd
$50
,00
0 f
or
sub
seq
uen
t o
ffe
nce
s f
or
cor
por
ati
ons
.
The
198
8 M
ode
l B
y—l
aw
pre
scr
ibe
s l
imi
ts
for
con
ven
tio
nal
pol
lut
ant
s,
mos
t
met
als
and
som
e o
rga
nic
s,
as
wel
l a
s a
ddr
ess
ing
sur
fac
e r
uno
ff,
ind
ust
ria
l
was
te
sur
vey
s,
com
pli
anc
e p
rog
ram
s,
spi
lls
con
tro
l
and
gen
era
l
pro
ced
ure
s f
or
sam
pli
ng,
ana
lys
is,
and
enf
orc
eme
nt.
Dis
cha
rge
of
haz
ard
ous
was
te
is
als
o
ban
ned
. E
ffl
uen
t l
imi
ts
are
dev
elo
ped
to
pre
clu
de
wor
ker
hea
lth
and
saf
ety
pro
ble
ms
and
add
res
s c
onc
ern
s
rel
ate
d t
o p
ass
thr
oug
h t
o t
he
rec
eiv
ing
wat
er,
slu
dge
con
tam
ina
tio
n,
and
int
erf
ere
nce
wit
h S
TP
pro
ces
ses
and
equ
ipm
ent
.
Ind
ust
ria
l
dis
cha
rge
s
to
the
sew
er
sys
tem
are
als
o r
egu
lat
ed
by
the
Ont
ari
o
Wat
er
Res
our
ces
Act
wit
h r
esp
ect
to
pas
sth
rou
gh
and
int
erf
ere
nce
.
Haz
ard
ous
was
tes
are
reg
ula
ted
und
er
Reg
ula
tio
n 3
09
of
the
Env
iro
nme
nta
l
Pro
tec
tio
n A
ct.
Cur
ren
tly
the
dis
cha
rge
of
lan
dfi
ll
lea
cha
te
to
tre
atm
ent
pla
nts
req
uir
es
app
rov
al
und
er
Reg
ula
tio
n
309
and
onl
y r
ece
ive
s a
ppr
ova
l
bas
ed
on
the
pot
ent
ial
imp
act
on
the
slu
dge
qua
lit
y,
the
ope
rat
ion
of
STP
and
effluent quality.
The
maj
ori
ty
of
the
STP
s i
n O
nta
rio
use
agr
icu
ltu
ral
lan
d a
ppl
ica
tio
n f
or
slu
dge
dis
pos
al.
Thi
s d
isp
osa
l p
rac
tic
e a
lso
fal
ls
und
er
Reg
ula
tio
n 3
09
of
the
Env
iro
nme
nta
l
Pro
tec
tio
n A
ct
and
the
met
als
and
con
ven
tio
nal
pol
lut
ant
lim
its
in
the
slu
dge
are
spe
cif
ied
in
"On
tar
io'
s G
uid
eli
nes
for
Sew
age
Slu
dge
Uti
liz
ati
on
on
Agr
icu
ltu
ral
Lan
ds
(19
86)
."
The
gui
del
ine
s
als
o h
ave
res
tri
cti
ons
on
spr
ead
ing
sit
es
to
pre
ven
t c
ont
ami
nat
ion
of
wat
er
cou
rse
s o
r
gro
und
wat
er
and
to
all
ow
agr
icu
ltu
ral
use
of
the
lan
d.
Any
lan
d
spr
ead
ing
sit
e
must be approved by the MOE.
ii) Implementation
The
Mod
el
by—
Law
act
s
as
a g
uid
eli
ne
tha
t m
uni
cip
ali
tie
s
can
ado
pt
or
ada
pt,
on
a v
olu
nta
ry
bas
is.
All
reg
ion
al
mun
ici
pal
iti
es,
dis
tri
ct
mun
ici
pal
iti
es
and
mos
t
cit
ies
,
whi
ch
in
tot
al
tre
at
4,1
20,
000
cub
ic
met
res
per
da
y
(1
,0
88
US
MG
D)
of
se
wa
ge
,
ha
ve
im
pl
em
en
te
d
se
we
r
use
co
nt
ro
l
pr
og
ra
ms
.
Th
es
e
35
mu
ni
ci
pa
li
ti
es
mo
ni
to
r
in
du
st
ri
al
di
sc
ha
rg
es
fr
om
2,
50
0
in
du
st
ri
es
usi
ng
95
mun
ici
pal
sta
ff.
In
198
6,
the
y
col
lec
ted
and
ana
lyz
ed
11,
800
sam
ple
s
and
car
rie
d
out
enf
orc
eme
nt
act
ion
s
aga
ins
t
246
ind
ust
rie
s.
Adm
ini
str
ati
on
of
sew
er
sur
cha
rge
pro
gra
ms
for
ext
ra
str
eng
th
was
te
was
a s
ign
ifi
can
t
par
t
of
these activities.
In
co
mp
ar
is
on
,
by
—l
aw
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
an
d
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
in
mo
st
of
the
to
wns
an
d
vi
ll
ag
es
va
ry
ma
rk
ed
ly
.
Ma
ny
sma
ll
mu
ni
ci
pa
li
ti
es
ha
ve
no
effective enforcement programs.
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phases. According to the proposal all regional municipalities, district
municipalities, cities, and towns and townships with a population greater than
10,000 or with a total combined sewage flow greater than 4546 cubic metres per
day (1.2 USMGD) will be required to develop and implement a "Municipal
Enforcement Program” on regulation promulgation. All other municipalities will
be required to develop and implement a "Municipal Enforcement Program" when
specific concerns at the treatment plant or a sector industry or SIUs of the
collection system have been identified by the MOE.
Under the MISA program, Municipalities will be required to report the
results of all municipal enforcement activities on a quarterly basis including
results of municipal monitoring and the status of all abatement and
enforcement actions. The MOE audit program will include review of these
reports, one detailed compliance audit per year and a minimum of one facility
inspection per year.
Nine full time MOE staff are currently involved in the development of the
MISA sewer use control program. By the summer of l989, another thirteen FTEs
wiil be added to the program.
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VI. PRETREATMENT PROGRAM ADEOUACY
Approach to Evaluating Adequacy
This section offers an evaluation of the existing programs in the Great
Lakes basin and provides comment on the Ontario program now under
development.
In its evaluation, the Task Force will be guided by the
principles for pretreatment and persistent toxic substance control contained
in the l987 Agreement with Protocol.
Article VI,
Section
l (a) of the current Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement describes programs
to be undertaken by the Great
Lakes jurisdictions
to control pollution from municipal discharges, including the "establishment
of pretreatment requirements for all industrial plants discharging waste into
POTNs where such
industrial
wastes
are not amenable to adequate treatment or
removal
using conventional
municipal
treatment processes".
In addition, Annex
l2 of the Agreement advocates the establishment of programs and strategies for
the control and,virtual elimination of discharges of persistent toxic
substances, including those listed under the specific objectives in Annex l,
in the Great
Lakes basin.
For the purposes of the Agreement,
"persistent
toxic
substance"
is defined as any toxic
substance with a half life
in water
in excess of eight weeks and would refer to such contaminants as mercury,
Mirex,
lead,
PCBs etc.
From Annex
12 (2a),
regulatory strategies for
controlling or preventing the input of persistent toxic substances to the
Great Lakes system are to be adopted in accordance with the following
principles:
1)
The intent of programs specified
in this Annex
is to virtually
eliminate
the
input
of
persistent
toxic
substances
in order
to
protect human health and to ensure the continued health and
productivity of living aquatic resources and human use thereof;
ii)
The
philosophy
adopted
for
control
of
inputs
of
persistent
toxic
substances shall be zero discharge; and
iii) The reduction
in the generation of contaminants, particularly
persistent
toxic
substances,
either through the reduction of the
total
volume or quantity of waste or through the reduction of the
toxicity of waste, or both, shall, wherever possible, be encouraged.
In its assessment, the Task Force gave particular emphasis to the
compatibility of the jurisdictional
pretreatment program goals with those of
the Agreement, and determined if the design and execution of the
jurisdictional
program are adequate to meet both the jurisdictional
and
Agreement requirements.
Part of this assessment consisted of a review of
pretreatment programs at a select number of individual
facilities
in the
various
jurisdictions of the Basin; this
information
is contained in Appendix
2. .
UJS. Analysis
Regulatory Measures
As described earlier, the first U.S. federal pretreatment regulations were
established
in 1972 under Section 307 (b) of the CNA (PL 92—500).
This
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regulation set forth pretreatment standards largely for the protection of the
publicly—owned treatment facility from nondomestic sources of substances which
either interfere with the operation or performance of the treatment plant or
passthrough such plants in significant quantities. For a more thorough
description of the U.S. program, see Chap. V.
In l978, the U.S. EPA developed the General Pretreatment Regulations,
which established mechanisms for use by state and local programs to control
largely conventional pollutants such as pH, oil and grease, BOD and suspended
solids. At approximately the same time, the EPA shifted the focus of its
pretreatment program to the control of toxic pollutants through the use of
categorical standards which, based on available technology, limit the
discharge of toxic pollutants to POTNs from particular selected industrial
sectors or categories.
To evaluate the adequacy of the U.S. jurisdictions' pretreatment efforts,
the Task Force gauged the ability of each jurisdiction to compel POTNs to
'perform satisfactorily in four areas: development of local limits,
application of pretreatment standards, enforcement of pretreatment standards
and securing overall IU compliance.
The CNA states as its goal that "discharge of toxic materials in toxic
amounts" shall be forbidden. Sections 307(b) and 402(b)(8) of that act
require the development of pretreatment standards and programs consistent with
the goal. The Task Force has concluded that, if properly designed and
applied, the U.S. program establishes a framework for the virtual elimination
of persistent toxic substances from IUs of POTNS as that target is presently
defined in practice in the basin.
Local Limits
The development of local limits for IUs by interpolation from the POTN
effluent limit necessary to meet water quality standards in the receiving
water body and sludge disposal requirements is an important element of any
pretreatment program. These limits also provide compliance or non—compliance
reference points for monitoring and enforcement. To the extent that POTN
programs include local limits which are based on a detailed evaluation of all
relevant environmental criteria (process, stream/water body water quality,
sludge use), the jurisdictional program is adequate. Conversely, where POTN
programs do not include local limits, where limits were established with
incomplete or unscientific procedures, or where environmental criteria are not
available, there is a potential for environmental degradation.
40 CFR Part 403.5(c)(l) requires all POTNs developing pretreatment
programs to adopt specific local limits to prevent the discharge of pollutants
by IUs which would passthrough the POTW causing interference with the
operation of the POTN, causing a discharge permit violation or causing the
POTN to violate sludge disposal requirements. The Task Force reviewed each
jurisdiction's process for requiring and approving these local limits. The
basis for local limits include the State's Water Quality Standards, sludge
disposal requirements, sensitivity of the POTN to process upset, and any
discharge permit limitations.
Local limits are the primary means that POTNs use to comply with
environmentally driven requirements such as Water Quality Board effluent
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limitations and sludge limits.
Where local programs were approved without
adequate limits, where states fail to have up—to—date water quality standards,
or sludge disposal programs, where limits were established using incomplete or
unscientific methods, or where limits do not keep pace with changing
requirements, there is significant potential for deleterious impact on the
environment.
Application of Standards
Application of standards is determined by a demonstration of successful
calculation of IU effluent limits by the POTW.
The application process
includes:
properly categorizing IUs, identifying sampling locations, adjusting
categorical pretreatment standards for combined waste streams, and applying
the more restrictive categorical or local limit.
Standards must be applied so that all categorical users have equal minimum
treatment and any need to comply with more restrictive local limits is identi—
fied.
Relevant factors considered in the review of standards application
include the rate of adoption of categorical pretreatment standards, the
adequacy of state and local expertise and the availability of suitable
technical support by the state or EPA. 40 CFR Part 403.8(f)(2) requires that
POTWs notify their IUs of applicable pretreatment standards.
The definition of a SIU currently varies slightly from state to state, as
noted in the state program descriptions.
Although the absence of a uniform
definition is an inconvenience in assessment, of and by itself it does not
constitute a significant problem.
There is considerable variation, from state to state, in the number of
pretreatment programs under state control.
For example, approximately one
third or lSO of the IUs in Wisconsin are directly under that state's control,
whereas in Michigan, all IUs operate under some sort of municipal framework.
Such direct IU control and supervision by states has typically resulted in
improved cooperative program developments with municipalities, as the state's
personnel are better acquainted with the practicalities and challenges faced
in directly administering a pretreatment program.
Enforcement Program Activities
Prior to any enforcement action, a definition of significant non—compliance
is required to identify major violations.
At this time a specific, generic
definition of significant non—compliance is lacking.
Without such a
definition, all violations, no matter how small or meaningless their impact on
the POTW influent, must be considered for prosecution.
One result is that
insignificant violations, such as a tardy submission of a report, could
conceivably divert legal resources away from the prosecution of significant
instances of receiving water contamination.
The EPA is currently coordinating
the development of a working definition of 'significant non-compliance' among
the Great Lakes states. Such a common definition of significant non—compliance
should allow a more adequate comparison and assessment of municipal and state
programs.
Factors considered in a current assessment of compliance include the
POTWs, municipality and state interpretation of significant non—compliance
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 resources dedicated to review, approval, and oversight of approved
pretreatment programs. Without adequate resources, state programs will find
themselves continually reacting to problem facilities rather than preventing
pollution through the operation of delegated POTN programs.
Detailed State Assessments
To facilitate review of the jurisdictions' programs, the Task Force
identified a number of "typical" POTN programs for each jurisdiction in the
basin and reviewed the operation of their pretreatment programs. Significant
features of each POTN program are presented in Appendix 2. The Task Force
also considered available data on IU compliance as one estimate of the success
of various jurisdictions in achieving adequate control of industrial sources.
From these data, and from other information presented to the Task Force, the
following was revealed.
 
New York
The State of New York uses technically based standards developed in 1985
for the formulation of its local limits; as is the practice in other states,
these local limits are currently being updated to reflect newer water quality
standards.
The mechanism used for application of developed standards appears to be
reasonable, although the detailed assessment database (Appendix 2) is far too
narrow to serve as any comprehensive indicator of the quality of the program.
A determination of compliance of IUs was not done due to the absence of
firm data at the state level on this issue; the four local programs noted as
involved in correcting non—compliance in the state synopsis cannot be taken as
a complete accounting of those that should be doing so.
Twenty—three of the
25 pretreatment programs in the Great Lakes basin were judged satisfactory by
detailed EPA audit; however, definition and assembly of IU compliance data
will not be undertaken until further resources are dedicated to pretreatment
at the local and state level.
The quality of the Buffalo Sewer Authority program outlined in Appendix 2
indicates that the ability of the local and state personnel to develop and
implement an effective pretreatment exists.
Michigan
The State of Michigan program operates under guidelines and water quality
standards promulgated in l982. Water quality standards were revised in l986
and are currently being reviewed.
The state has yet to put in place a local
limit review process incorporating these revised standards.
The Michigan program is decentralized, with nine district offices
directing its program with some central office coordination. There is concern
that a lack of resources and central direction is impeding the uniform
application and enforcement of the program.
What data are available indicate a level of noncompliance of approximately
l7%, among a total population of 945 SIUs (the greatest number of SIUs in any ' K
state in the Great Lakes portion of the basin); a majority of the noncompliant
?
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—The application of standards under the Ohio program is good, with adequate
staff support and significant transfer of knowledge from the state IU programs
to those state staffers overseeing municipal programs.
Compliance with programs could be characterized as average; of a total of
820 SIUs, ll7 <l4.2%) are not in compliance, based on various local
definitions of compliance. Ohio will adopt a definition of noncompliance
sometime during this year.
Among the programs audited in Ohio, the Bryan program has established
appropriate limits for the discharge of metals and cyanide, and has adequate
legal authority for implementation and enforcement. However, the determination
and application of apprOpriate standards has proved difficult on occasion;
sampling locations have not been clearly delineated in the permits and some
IUs have not been advised of RCRA requirements.
Compliance at the Bryan facility could not be accurately determined as the
City did not routinely sample for all the parameters in the user's permit and
IU inspection records were incomplete. Enforcement efforts are not adequately
documented and the state of the records is such that effective enforcement may
be precluded. In summary, the Bryan program does not appear to be deploying
adequate resources to be effective.
A review of the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District, which includes
five facilities in the Cleveland area, also raises similar issues. The
District was very active in the development of pretreatment programs prior to
federal delegation to the state of Ohio; however, it is the state's
observation that legal authority in addition to the sewer use code is
necessary, particularly a requirement for the issuance of permits to all SIUs.
Concerns were raised as well regarding the sampling programs associated with
the application of standards.
Notwithstanding these concerns, the District compliance monitoring program
appears thorough, and ten percent of the IU population has been subjected to
some form of enforcement action over a twelve month period. Data management is
adequate and is being enhanced as part of office reallocation; the program
resource level also appears adequate.
 
The third Ohio program reviewed in the detailed assessment, Nilloughby
Eastlake, appears to respond well to all the principal requirements of the
pretreatment program with the exception of the lack of vigourous enforcement
by the municipality to established noncompliance among some of the SIUs.
Elyria was the remaining Ohio facility assessed by the Task Force. The
need for updating of the local ordinance to embrace categorical standards was
identified. Notwithstanding this need, the application of standards at this
facility was judged to be fair; both categorical and local standards are used
in assessment. However, some revision to sampling programs is recommended to
allow the city to make an independent assessment of compliance.
Compliance determinations have been focused on a few of the IUs; however,
the overall compliance determination effort does not meet program commitments.
Enforcement efforts are lacking, due to the absence of a strategy; five
industries have been out of compliance for over two years. Record keeping is
not adequate to determine continued compliance in some cases. The assessment
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Great Lakes (Western Lake Superior Sanitary District), one of the thirteen
SIUs was out of compliance (7.7%), a relatively good performance. However, the
state has advised the District to improve inspection and monitoring of IUs and
to resolve the noncompliant situation. Data management by the District could
also be improved.
The
state's
efforts
to
enforce
the
program
were
considered
good;
a
revision to the water quality standards and associated re—evaluation of local
limits would fulfill
all
program structural
requirements.
Wisconsin
As of l989,
Wisconsin uses
comprehensive procedures
to establish water
quality and local limits. These procedures are not driven by numerical values
for water quality per se, but are based on the protection of the aquatic
environment,
wildlife and human health.
Wisconsin defines consistent
compliance based on U.S. EPA's PCME Guidance Manual (Sept. '86).
Failure to
achieve consistent compliance can include minor to significant exceedences of
categorical standards, local limits, or failure to report according to an
established schedule.
Most IUs have installed and are operating pretreatment systems and have
made process changes to reduce the discharge of regulated pollutants.
Compliance rates should improve as IUs enhance the consistency of their
operation of their pretreatment systems and make additional process changes.
Municipalities also revise local limits, which can be more restrictive than
necessary to protect POTW operations and receiving waters.
A review of the
state application of standards indicates that, as a result of excellent state
agency support, this is carried out in a good to excellent manner.
Under the state's rigorously applied criteria, 24% of the 494 SIUs
tributary to POTWs with pretreatment programs are not in consistent
compliance, considering both failure to report to an established schedule and
major and minor exceedences of categorical standards or local limits. Levels
of noncompliance are very comparable between the local administered programs
and those administered by the state.
A review of the detailed audit of the pretreatment program operated by the
City of Manitowoc noted that the City should update its local ordinance to
reflect changes in the federal requirements.
Revisions to the local limits
may also be necessary to prevent violations of water quality based standards.
Compliance monitoring was determined to be adequate, but the City appeared
hesitant to take formal enforcement action against violators. The level of
resources applied to the program appear to be appropriate for quality
delivery; no comment was made on the conditions and procedures under which
records are maintained.
The program at Green Bay was also reviewed and it was noted that the City
ordinance also requires upgrading. Application of standards was also judged
adequate, reinforced by a a good compliance monitoring and inspection program.
Data management was considered good and enforcement adequate. Resources levels
were also judged adequate, with a total of 2 FTEs dedicated to the program.
The program at Fond Du Lac, one of the smaller capacity facilities which
operates a pretreatment program in the state, was also reviewed. The current
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atm
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s d
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t p
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t o
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atm
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r o
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l t
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s d
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t b
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pro
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_246
industries.
Verbal
warnings
accounted
for
38%,
written
warnings
accounted
for
52%
and
prosecutions
accounted
for
9%
of
these
actions.
Forty—three
compliance
programs
were
also
issued.
There
is
a
reluctance
in
many
municipalities
to
initiate
legal
actions
against
industrial
sources
violating
by—law
requirements.
Most
municipalities
do
not
include
compliance
program
procedures in their by-laws.
Eight
municipalities
accepted
sewage
from
one
or
more
adjacent
municipalities.
In
most
cases,
the
agreements
between
these
municipalities,
did
not
contain
clauses
identifying
responsibility
for
sampling
and
enforcing
a
sewer
use
by—law
in
the
adjacent
municipality
or
mechanisms
whereby
a
municipality
accepting
the
sewage
could
ensure
itself
that
such
by—laws
were
enforced.
In
many
multi—tiered
municipalities,
difficulties
with
jurisdictional
responsibilities
were
also
identified,
even
though
most
of
the
Regional
Municipality
Acts
specified
that
the
upper
tier
municipality
was
responsible
for
sewage
treatment
and
collection.
Survey
reports
and
data
from
the
waste
treatment
systems
of
Ontario
municipalities
with
flow
less
than
4500
m3/d
(1.2
USMGD)
indicated
concerns
regarding
industrial
discharges
at
60
of
the
200
municipalities
in
this
group.
Site
visits
to
these
respondents
indicated
that
industrial
discharges
to
the
sewer
systems
were
having
a
major
impact
at
17
municipalities
and
creating
minor
difficulties
at
22.
Although
many
of
the
municipalities
in
this
group
have
a
sewer
use
by—law,
none
of
them
routinely
sampled industrial dischargers.
The
results
of
the
survey
are
significantly
better
in
municipalities
with
total
combined
sewage
flows
greater
than
4500
m3/d
(1.2
USMGD).
In
this
group,
35
municipalities
monitored
industrial
discharges
from
1,200
industries,
including
surcharged
industries,
using
120
municipal
staff.
In
1986,
they
carried
out
916
enforcement
actions
against
246
industries
including
376
verbal
and
417
written
requests
for
correction.
Civil
action
was
initiated
in
71
of
these
incidents
and
63
programs
were
approved. However,
by-law
implementation
and
enforcement
activities
also
vary
markedly
among
this
population.
 
The
functional
responsibilities
of
the
municipal
staff
employed
in
these
programs
were
distributed
as
follows:
management
9%;
program
development
6%;
industrial
waste
surveys
8%;
sampling
19%;
inspection
14%;
enforcement
3%;
lab
analysis
27%;
legal
2%;
and
clerical
9%.
Municipal
staff
collected
and
analyzed
15,500
samples
of
which
4,400
samplings
were
of
surcharged
industries.
Generally,
samples
were
analyzed
for
conventional
parameters
including
BOD,
suspended
solids,
oil
and
grease
(animal
and
vegetable),
oil
and
grease
(mineral
and
synthetic),
phosphorus,
and
metals.
The
metal
group
generally
included
chromium,
1ead,
copper,
nickel,
and
zinc.
No
IU's
effluent
samples
were
analyzed
for
specific
toxic
organics.
The
sampling
programs
in
many
municipalities
must
be
improved
by
increasing
both
the
sampling
frequency
and
the list of parameters of
interest.
Most municipalities
did not include a
requirement for an industrial waste survey in their by—laws.
The
province
has
initiated
development
of
a training
program for
municipal
staff employed
in sewer use by—law enforcement.
Six courses
(environmental
law enforcement;
sampling, monitoring and inspection of
industrial
dischargers;
control of spills;
local
limits development;
unit processes
(industrial
and waste treatment);
and control
instruments) are
in various
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stag
es o
f de
velo
pmen
t.
The
envi
ronm
enta
l l
aw a
nd s
ampl
ing
cour
ses
shou
ld b
e
offered in the fall of 1989. Two data management packages will soon be
available also.
Detailed audits were conducted on 6 facilities in the Ontario segment of
the Great Lakes basin. The largest of these, the municipality of Metropolitan
Toronto, operates four wastewater treatment facilities. The local by—law
controls, revised in l982, limit concentrations of conventional pollutants,
metals and cyanide to the four plants; in l986 the municipality collected
2,759 samples from 306 IUs and initiated 82 enforcement actions, the majority
being prosecutions. Eighteen compliance programs were also implemented. Total
resources dedicated to the local program in l986 was $732,000 CAN and 29.5
FTEs, including personnel required to administer surcharge agreements.
Within the current structure, Metropolitan Toronto has adequate authority
under the Municipal Act to implement and enforce its by—law within its
boundaries. However, it should alter its current agreement with the adjacent
'municipality to extend provisions for controlling industrial dischargers to
the Metro sewer system.
Application of available standards was judged to be good. The
Municipality should upgrade its by—law to provide for an industrial waste
survey and consider a local limits development program.
Compliance monitoring was judged adequate, but requiring further
documentation of procedures. Enforcement was also considered adequate;
however, data management could be improved by the development of a computer
based system to maintain data on sampling, inspection and enforcement programs.
The Regional Municipality of Waterloo passed its current by-law in l987,
which addresses influent to ll waste treatment facilities with a combined
capacity of l63,000 m3/d (43 USMGD). Local limits have been developed for
conventional pollutants, metals, phenols and cyanide.
In l986, the regional municipal collected 2,768 samples (some for
surcharge agreement purposes) from 203 IUs. Sixty IUs were inspected and 13l
enforcement actions were initiated against IUs, the majority being written
warnings. There were two prosecutions and l3 compliance programs were
established. Resource levels in l986, including those required to oversee
surcharge agreements, were $4l2,000 CAN and ll.l FTEs.
The municipality has adequate legal authority to implement and enforce a
sewer use by—law. The current by—law should be revised to include provisions
for industrial waste surveys and spills control. The program could also be
improved through a local limits development program. The compliance and
enforcement programs were judged to be adequate; the need for a computer based
data management system was apparent.
The City of Windsor operates two treatment plants with a total combined
flow of l56,000 m3/d (4i USMGD), under a sewer use by—law passed in l985.
Wastes are received from a number of adjacent towns and townships without the
benefit of an operating agreement. Local limits based on the model by-law
requirements and sludge disposal requirements were established for
conventional pollutants, metals, phenols and cyanide.
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In
1986,
242
samples
were
collected
from
95
IUs.
The
City
initiated
55
enforcement actions against
IUs,
the majority being verbal
or written
warnings.
One
compliance
program was
developed
and one
prosecution
initiated.
In 1986,
the program consumed $233,000 CAN and utilized 3.5 FTE's.
The
municipality
does
not
currently
have
adequate
agreements
with
the
adjacent
municipalities
discharging
sewage
to
its
facilities,
including
provisions
for
the
control
of
industrial
discharges
in
the
adjacent
municipalities.
The
by—law
should
also
be
upgraded
to
include
industrial
waste
surveys, spills control and compliance programs.
Application
of
standards
was
judged
to
be
adequate.
A
review
of
local
limits
is
recommended.
Compliance
monitoring
and
enforcement
were
judged
to
be
adequate
and
data
management
and
resource
levels
were
judged
to
be
good.
The
pretreatment
program
in
the
City
of
Barrie
was
established
under
a
by—law
passed
in
1970
and
is
part
of
the
operation
of
a
28,600
m3/d
(7.6
USMGD)
treatment
plant
operation.
Local
limits
have
been
developed
for
conventional
pollutants,
metals,
phenols
and
cyanide.
In
1986,
239
samples
were
collected
from 21
IUs
and
35
users
were
inspected.
One
enforcement
action
was
taken.
In
1986 the City
spent $105,000 CAN and utilized 2.8 FTE's.
The
current
by—law
should
be
upgraded
to
include
industrial
waste
surveys,
spills
control
and
compliance
programs.
Application
of
standards
and
compliance
monitoring
were
judged
adequate.
Enforcement
and
data management
were
considered
adequate,
while
the
resource
level
was
judged
appropriate.
The
City
of
Brantford
sewer
use
by—law
dates
from
1982;
the
two
treatment
facilities
in
the
community
have
a
combined
flow
of
52,000
m3/d
(13.7
USMGD).
Local
limits
have
been established
for
conventional
pollutants,
metals,
phenols
and
cyanide.
In
1986,
250
samples
were
collected
from
30
IUs
with
surcharge
agreements
with
the
City,
and
50
industrial
inspections
were
carried
out.
Eighteen
enforcement
actions
were
initiated,
the
majority
being
verbal
or
written
warnings.
Six
compliance
programs
were
also
issued.
Resource
levels
for 1986 were $136,000 CAN and 2.4 FTEs.
A
need
to
update
the
by—law
to include
industrial
waste
surveys
and
spills
control
was
identified.
Application
of
standards
was
judged
to be
inadequate,
with
too many
uncatalogued
industries;
an
industrial
survey
and
local
limits
review
would
be
appropriate.
Compliance
sampling
was
also
inadequate,
as
only
the
surcharged
population
was
sampled.
There
is
an
apparent
reluctance
to
sample
under
and
enforce
the
by—law
requirements.
Both
data
management
and
resources were judged adequate.
Brockville
operates
a
treatment
facility
with
a total
flow
of
17,000
m3/d
(4.5
USMGD),
with
a pretreatment
program
organized
under
a
1983 by—law.
Conventional
pollutants,
metals,
phenols
and
cyanide
are
subject
to
local
limits.
In 1986,
52 samples were collected from five IUs and two users were
inspected.
$17,000
CAN
and
0.4
FTEs
were
dedicated
to
the
program
in
1986.
The
city
should
reach
agreement
with
the outlying
township
and
upgrade
its
current
law to
include
provisions
for
industrial
waste
surveys,
spills
control
and
compliance
programs.
Standards
have
been
properly
applied;
however,
compliance
monitoring
and
enforcement
were
judged
to
be
inadequate;
an
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 enf
orc
eme
nt
str
ate
gy
sho
uld
be
dev
elo
ped
to
com
mit
the
mun
ici
pal
ity
to
an
established course of action.
Man
age
men
t o
f t
he
dat
a c
urr
ent
ly
ava
ila
ble
was
jud
ged
ade
qua
te
but
res
our
ce
lev
els
wer
e n
ot;
fur
the
r s
taf
f a
ppe
ar
to
be
req
uir
ed
to
mak
e t
he
program fully functional.
Two
wast
e tr
eatm
ent
faci
liti
es w
ith
a co
mbin
ed t
otal
of 1
3,00
0 m3
/d
(3.
43
USM
GD)
are
ope
rat
ed
in
Cob
our
g.
The
sew
er
use
by—
law
was
pas
sed
in
1969
,
con
tai
nin
g
loc
al
lim
its
for
con
ven
tio
nal
pol
lut
ant
s,
met
als
,
phe
nol
s a
nd
cya
nid
e.
In
198
6,
1,3
60
sam
ple
s w
ere
col
lec
ted
fro
m 1
0 I
Us.
Twe
nty
ind
ust
rie
s
wer
e i
nsp
ect
ed,
inc
lud
ing
exe
cut
ion
of
an
ind
ust
ria
l w
ast
e s
urve
y.
Twe
nty
nin
e
enf
orc
eme
nt
act
ion
s (
a m
ajo
rit
y b
ein
g v
erb
al
war
nin
gs
) w
ere
tak
en
and
thr
ee
pro
gra
m a
ppr
ova
ls
wer
e i
ssue
d.
The
cit
y s
pen
t $
32,
000
CAN
and
0.8
5 F
TEs
on
their sewer use program.
The
mun
ici
pal
ity
sho
uld
upg
rad
e i
ts
by—
law
to
inc
lud
e p
rov
isi
ons
for
'in
dus
tri
al
was
te
sur
vey
s,
spi
lls
con
tro
l a
nd
com
pli
anc
e p
rog
ram
s.
App
lic
ati
on
of
sta
nda
rds
was
jud
ged
to
be
ade
qua
te,
but
the
lim
its
in
the
by—
law
sho
uld
be
rev
iew
ed
to
det
erm
ine
if
the
y r
ema
in
ade
qua
te.
Com
pli
anc
e m
oni
tor
ing
was
jud
ged
to
be
goo
d,
wit
h e
nfo
rce
men
t a
nd
dat
a m
ana
gem
ent
con
sid
ere
d a
deq
uat
e.
It
was
det
erm
ine
d t
hat
fur
the
r r
eso
urc
es
mus
t b
e m
ade
ava
ila
ble
if
the
pro
gra
m
is to continue to be of acceptable quality.
Summary of Findinqs — Canada/Ontario
Alt
hou
gh
the
re
are
a n
umb
er
of
wel
l
adm
ini
ste
red
ind
epe
nde
nt
sew
er
use
pro
gra
ms
at
the
mun
ici
pal
leve
l i
n t
he
Can
adi
an
seg
men
t o
f t
he
Gre
at
Lak
es
bas
in,
the
Pro
vin
ce
of
Ont
ari
o h
as
rec
ogn
ize
d,
und
er
MIS
A,
the
nee
d f
or
a
com
pre
hen
siv
e a
nd
cen
tra
lly
adm
ini
ste
red
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
m f
or
tha
t
pro
vin
ce.
Suc
h a
pro
gra
m s
hou
ld
int
rod
uce
for
mal
mon
ito
rin
g a
nd
dat
a
col
lec
tio
n r
equ
ire
men
ts
whi
ch
wil
l
all
ow
a c
omp
reh
ens
ive
ove
rvi
ew
of
com
pli
anc
e d
ata
for
IUs
of
sew
age
tre
atm
ent
sys
tem
s.
Fur
the
r i
t s
hou
ld
eli
min
ate
, o
r r
edu
ce
to
ins
ign
ifi
can
ce,
the
var
ian
ces
amo
ng
the
cur
ren
t
municipal pretreatment programs.
Som
e m
uni
cip
ali
tie
s s
hou
ld
als
o b
e e
nco
ura
ged
to
tak
e a
mor
e a
ggr
ess
ive
app
roa
ch
to
the
pro
sec
uti
on
of
vio
lat
ors
of
the
ir
cur
ren
t s
ewe
r
use
by-
law
s
and
to
und
ert
ake
ade
qua
te
ind
ust
ria
l
sur
vey
s
and
add
res
s d
efi
cie
nci
es
wit
h
res
pec
t t
o s
pil
ls
con
tro
l.
Res
our
ces
nec
ess
ary
to
ope
rat
e a
n e
ffe
cti
ve
pro
gra
m
at
bot
h t
he
mun
ici
pal
and
pro
vin
cia
l
lev
el
sho
uld
be
fur
the
r e
nha
nce
d f
rom
current levels.
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APPENDIX I
PPETS DATA ELEMENTS (REVISED 2/10/87)
Pretreatment Permits Enforcement Tracking System
Nater Enforcement National Data Base
 
NENDB
DATA
ELEMENT
#
Universe
l. Number of Significant Industrial Users (SIUs)
2. Number of Categorical industrial users
Control Me hani m
3.
Number of SIUs where the required control mechanism has not been
issued
4a.
Did the Control Authority technically evaluate the need for local
limits for all of the following pollutants:
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, zinc, and any others
required by the Approval Authority?
4b.
If the technical evaluation indicated that local limits for these
pollutants were needed, did the Control Authority adopt such local
limits?
Compliance Information
5.
Number of SIUs in significant noncompliance with applicable
pretreatment standards, or reporting requirements
6.
Number of SIUs in significant noncompliance with compliance schedules
to meet pretreatment standards
7.
Number of SIUs not inspected and/or sampled by the Control Authority
in the past year
8. Number of SIUs in significant noncompliance with self—monitoring
requirements
9. Number of SIUs which are in significant non—compliance with
self—monitoring requirements and have not been inspected or sampled
by the Control Authority in the past year
Enforcement Actions
l0.
Number of civil or criminal judicial actions filed against SIUs
ll.
Number of formal enforcement actions (other than judicial actions)
initiated against SIUs
l2. Number of IUs assessed penalties
l3.
Number of SIUs with significant violations listed in the local
newspaper.
Other
l4.
Has the Control Authority's permit been modified to include language
requiring implementation of an approved pretreatment program?
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 LIST OF OPTIONAL PPETS DATA ELEMENTS
CONTROL MECHANISM AND LEGAL AUTHORITY
1
Whic
h of
the
foll
owin
g c
ompo
nent
s ar
e no
t su
ffic
ient
or a
re n
ot c
onta
ined
in the POTN's control mechanisms:
' effective dates and expiration dates
reference to local ordinance or other legal authorities
applicable discharge limits
sampling location
sample type
IU self-monitoring requirements
IU reporting requirements
standard conditions?
0
O
O
O
C
O
0
Numb
er o
f ju
risd
icti
ons
cove
red
by t
he C
ontr
ol
Auth
orit
y's
pret
reat
ment
1
pro
gra
m
;
Which of the following deficiencies exist in the multijurisdictional
agreements:
- lack of oversight authority
o lack of inspection authority
0 lack of remedies for noncompliance
- lack of clean delineation of responsibilities for program
implementation?
In which of the following areas do problems/deficiencies exist in the
POTN's legal authority:
- denying or conditioning new or increased contributions
applying and enforcing pretreatment standards
controlling each IU through permit, contract, etc.
requiring development of IU compliance schedules
requiring submission of IU reports
allowing IU inspections and sampling
obtaining remedies for noncompliance
halting or preventing discharges
complying with confidentiality requirements?
Has
the
Cont
rol
Auth
orit
y te
chni
call
y ev
alua
ted
the
need
for,
and
adop
ted
as n
eces
sary
, l
ocal
limi
ts t
o ad
dres
s t
oxic
ity
conc
erns
, s
ludg
e c
rite
ria,
and pollutants specifically designated by the Approval Authority?
COMPLIANCE INFORMATION
6
Number of SIUs not sampled or inspected by the Control Authority at a
freq
uenc
y in
acco
rdan
ce w
ith
the
appr
oved
pret
reat
ment
prog
ram
or p
ermi
t.
Percent of all SIUs which have not installed treatment although required
to do so.
Number of SIUs in significant noncompliance with pretreatment standards.
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_LIST OF OPTIONAL PPETS DATA ELEMENTS (continued)
 
CONTROL MECHANISM AND LEGAL AUTHORITY (continued)
9 Number of SIUs in significant noncompliance with reporting requirements
l0 Are there any indications of passthrough or interference incidents in the
past year?
ll Which of the following deficiencies exist in the POTN's sampling of IUs:
- improper sample types
0 inadequate sampling frequency
- improper sampling protocols
- improper or inadequate parameters sampled
- inadequate chain of custody procedures?
12 Number of SIUs currently on compliance schedules
l3 Number of categorical IUs in significant noncompliance in the past year
l4 In the audit report, which of the following deficiencies were noted by the
inspector in the Control Authority's interpretation and application of
pretreatment standards to IUs:
- failure to identify all categorical industrial users
incorrect categorization of industrial users
failure to apply more stringent standard (local vs. categorical)
improper application of production—based standards
application of inappropriate long—term average
failure to apply appropriate TTO limitations
improper use of the combined wastestream formula
inadequate sample type and/or sample frequency
improper designation of sampling location
failure to use effective control mechanism?
0
I
I
O
C
O
O
I
I
l5 In the PCI/audit report, did the inspector report that the POTN performs
(in combination with IU self—monitoring) adequate inspections and sampling
of its IUs to:
o identify the character and volume of pollutants from all IUs
- receive and review industrial user reports
- assess industrial user compliance
- investigate instances of noncompliance
o produce admissible evidence in an enforcement action?
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 LIST OF OPTIONAL PPETS DATA ELEMENTS (continued)
ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS
l6 Number of SIUs subject to any kind of enforcement action.
l7 Does the Control Authority have an enforcement response guide?
l8 What is the maximum civil penalty provided by law?
19 Number of violation notices issued to SIUs.
20 Number of administrative orders issued to SIUs.
21 Number of civil suits filed against SIUs.
22 Number of criminal suits filed against SIUs.
23 Amount of penalties collected.
MTH R
24
Whic
h of
the
foll
owin
g pr
ogra
m el
emen
ts h
ave
been
chan
ged
sinc
e th
e la
st
PCI/audit without approval:
- legal authority
control mechanism implementation
local limits
inspection and monitoring program
enforcement program
resources?
25 In the PCI/audit report, in which of the following broad areas were
def
ici
enc
ies
not
ed
dur
ing
the
ins
pec
tor
's
rev
iew
of
IU
fil
es:
- file contents
control mechanisms
POTN compliance monitoring
IU self—monitoring
POTN enforcement initiative
- spills / slug loading?
26
If
app
lic
abl
e,
has
the
Con
tro
l A
uth
ori
ty
vio
lat
ed
any
sch
edu
le
for
impl
emen
tati
on o
f ne
eded
reme
dial
meas
ures
iden
tifi
ed a
s a
resu
lt o
f
aud
its
or
ins
pec
tio
ns?
If
so,
has
the
App
rov
al
Aut
hor
ity
res
pon
ded
by
initiating judicial enforcement action?
27
Did
the
PCI
gen
era
lly
sup
por
t s
tat
eme
nts
mad
e b
y t
he
Con
tro
l A
uth
ori
ty
in
the most recent pretreatment report?
28 Does the POTN have removal credits?
29 Date of removal credits approval.
30
Has
the
Con
tro
l A
uth
ori
ty'
s o
rig
ina
l p
ret
rea
tme
nt
pro
gra
m b
een
mod
ifi
ed,
wit
h a
cco
mpa
nyi
ng
per
mit
mod
ifi
cat
ion
s,
to
add
res
s t
he
dom
est
ic
sew
age
stu
dy
fol
low
—up
req
uir
eme
nts
:
Has
the
Con
tro
l A
uth
ori
ty'
s
ori
gin
al
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
m b
een
mod
ifi
ed,
wit
h a
cco
mpa
nyi
ng
per
mit
mod
ifi
cat
ion
s,
to
add
res
s t
he
rec
ent
"PI
RT
ame
ndm
ent
s"
to
the
Gen
era
l
Pretreatment Regulations*?
3l
Doe
s t
he
POT
N a
cce
pt
haz
ard
ous
was
te
(as
def
ine
d b
y 4
0 C
FR
261)
by
tru
ck,
rail, or dedicated pipe?
 
*Af
ter
the
se
ame
ndm
ent
s a
re
iss
ued
in
fin
al
for
m a
nd
ass
oci
ate
d g
uid
anc
e i
s
—
pre
par
ed,
thi
s q
ues
tio
n m
ay
be
mod
ifi
ed
to
inc
lud
e
spe
cif
ic
mod
ifi
cat
ion
s t
hat
sho
uld
be
mad
e
to
the
pro
gra
m
and
to
the
per
mit
.
_ 75 _
 LIST OF OPTIONAL PPETS DATA ELEMENTS (continued)
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
Which
indus
O
C
O
O
0
Which
Contr
What
(time
What
(time
What
(time
Which
and p
Which
resou
O
O
O
O
C
O
0
Approximate annual pretreatment budget
Name
of the following
types of wastes other
than domestic sewage and
trial wastes does the POTW receive by any means:
none
hauled septage
landfill leachate
RCRA/CERCLA site wastes or leachate
other?
 
of the following methods of sludge disposal are utilized by the
ol Authority:
land application
landfill
incineration
public distribution
ocean disposal
other?
is the frequency of the POTW's toxicant sampling of its influent
s/year)?
is the frequency of the POTW's toxicant sampling of its effluent
s/year)?
is the frequency of the POTW's toxicant sampling of its sludge
s/year)?
of the following deficiencies exist in the POTW's data management
ublic participation efforts:
failure to annually publish a list of significant violators
failure to provide notice to interested parties when local limits are
developed
failure to provide adequate procedures for handling confidential
information
failure to provide to the public, upon request, unrestricted access
to effluent data
failure to maintain records for at least three years
poor documentation of activities in IU files?
of the following inadequacies are there in the POTW's pretreatment
rces:
inadequate numbers of personnel
insufficient training of personnel
inadequate sampling equipment
inadequate safety equipment
inadequate numbers of vehicles
inadequate access to analytical equipment
inadequate funding?
of the pretreatment coordinator
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 APPENDIX II
NEH YORK
NA
ST
EW
AT
ER
TR
EA
TM
EN
T
PL
AN
TS
IN
TH
E
GR
EA
T
LA
KE
S
BA
SI
N
BUFFALO SENER AUTHORITY
PR
OG
RA
M
DE
SC
RI
PT
IO
N
AN
D
IM
PL
EM
EN
TA
TI
ON
Th
e
In
du
st
ri
al
Pr
et
re
at
me
nt
Pr
og
ra
m
(I
PP
)
fo
r
th
e
Bu
ff
al
o
Se
we
r
Au
th
or
it
y
(B
SA
)
wa
s
ap
pr
ov
ed
in
Se
pt
em
be
r
of
l9
84
.
Th
e
St
at
e
po
in
t
so
ur
ce
di
sc
ha
rg
e
pe
rm
it
has
be
en
mo
di
fi
ed
to
re
qu
ir
e
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
the
ap
pr
ov
ed
.
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m.
Fo
r
al
l
56
pr
og
ra
ms
in
Ne
w
Yo
rk
St
at
e
su
ch
a
pe
rm
it
mo
di
fi
ca
ti
on
ty
pi
ca
ll
y
re
qu
ir
es
th
e
ap
pr
ov
ed
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m
Co
nt
ro
l
Au
th
or
it
y
(n
ow
BS
A)
to
l)
is
su
e
in
du
st
ri
al
us
er
di
sc
ha
rg
e
pe
rm
it
s;
2)
de
fi
ne
lo
ca
l
li
mi
ts
wi
th
de
ta
il
s
su
ch
as
sa
mp
li
ng
,
re
po
rt
in
g,
an
d
sp
ec
ia
l
co
nd
it
io
ns
;
3)
de
ve
lo
p
co
mp
li
an
ce
sc
he
du
le
s
as
ne
ed
ed
;
4)
en
fo
rc
e
lo
ca
l
li
mi
ts
an
d
ca
te
go
ri
ca
l
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
st
an
da
rd
s;
5)
ma
in
ta
in
pr
og
ra
m
re
co
rd
s;
6)
ca
rr
y
ou
t
sa
mp
li
ng
,
in
sp
ec
ti
on
s
an
d
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
on
in
du
st
ri
al
us
er
s;
7)
re
po
rt
on
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
an
d
no
n—
co
mp
li
an
ce
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
;
8)
ob
ta
in
/e
nf
or
ce
re
me
di
es
fo
r
no
n—
co
mp
li
an
ce
;
9)
co
nd
uc
t
ot
he
r
sp
ec
ia
l
co
nd
it
io
ns
.
BF
A
su
bm
it
s
a
qu
ar
te
rl
y
re
po
rt
to
th
e
St
at
e
de
sc
ri
bi
ng
it
s
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
.
Th
is
re
po
rt
co
nt
ai
ns
an
up
da
te
d
SI
U
su
rv
ey
li
st
in
g
wi
th
lo
ca
l
pe
rm
it
st
at
us
,
a
cu
rr
en
t
li
st
in
g
of
SI
U
in
sp
ec
ti
on
s,
no
ti
ng
de
fi
ci
en
ci
es
,
a
li
st
in
g
of
SI
U
vi
ol
at
io
ns
wi
th
ca
us
es
an
d
co
rr
ec
ti
ve
ac
ti
on
s,
re
le
va
nt
pl
an
t
op
er
at
in
g
an
d
sa
mp
li
ng
da
ta
,
an
d
re
la
te
d
fo
ll
ow
-u
p
correspondence.
Th
e
BF
A
ha
s
de
ve
lo
pe
d
a
co
mp
ut
er
tr
ac
ki
ng
sy
st
em
to
ma
na
ge
it
s
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m
da
ta
.
Th
ey
al
so
ha
ve
de
ve
lo
pe
d
va
ri
ou
s
re
po
rt
in
g,
gu
id
el
in
e,
an
d
in
sp
ec
ti
on
fo
rm
s
to
fa
ci
li
ta
te
pr
og
ra
m
ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
on
.
Th
es
e
fo
rm
s
in
cl
ud
e
an
SI
U
in
sp
ec
ti
on
fo
rm
,
a
tr
uc
ke
r'
s
di
sc
ha
rg
e
pe
rm
it
,
a
sp
il
l
co
nt
ro
l
(s
ol
ve
nt
ma
na
ge
me
nt
)
gu
id
el
in
e,
a
sp
il
l
co
nt
ro
l
pe
rm
it
,
an
d
an
SI
U
permit.
Th
e
mo
st
re
ce
nt
qu
ar
te
rl
y
re
po
rt
sh
ow
ed
al
l
SI
Us
in
sp
ec
te
d
(3
6
ou
t
of
16
4
to
ta
l)
as
in
co
mp
li
an
ce
.
Th
es
e
SI
Us
ar
e
id
en
ti
fi
ed
as
to
wh
et
he
r
th
ey
ar
e
ca
te
go
ri
ca
l,
no
n—
ca
te
go
ri
ca
l,
su
rc
ha
rg
ea
bl
e,
tr
uc
ke
r
pe
rm
it
,
or
sp
il
l
co
nt
ro
l
pe
rm
it
te
d.
BS
A'
s
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m
is
fu
ll
y
im
pl
em
en
te
d.
Tr
en
d
da
ta
do
cu
me
nt
ed
by
BS
A
be
tw
ee
n
19
83
an
d
l9
86
de
mo
ns
tr
at
e
th
e
ef
fe
ct
iv
en
es
s
of
it
s
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m.
Ma
ss
lo
ad
in
g
da
ta
we
re
co
ll
ec
te
d
to
in
su
re
th
at
no
me
ta
l
wa
s
ex
ce
ed
in
g
th
e
tr
ea
tm
en
t
pl
an
t'
s
da
il
y
cr
it
ic
al
in
fl
ue
nt
ma
ss
lo
ad
in
g.
Le
ve
ls
ar
e
no
t
on
ly
be
lo
w
th
e
re
qu
ir
ed
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m'
s
in
fl
ue
nt
li
mi
ts
bu
t
sh
ow
a
dr
am
at
ic
re
du
ct
io
n
ov
er
th
e
ye
ar
s.
So
me
co
rr
el
at
io
n
in
th
is
re
du
ct
io
n
of
me
ta
ls
lo
ad
in
gs
ca
n
be
ma
de
wi
th
th
e
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
th
e
Na
ti
on
al
Ca
te
go
ri
ca
l
Pr
et
re
at
me
nt
St
an
da
rd
fo
r
el
ec
tr
op
la
te
rs
an
d
me
ta
l
fi
ni
sh
er
s
in
Ju
ne
of
l9
84
.
In
an
ot
he
r
st
ud
y
co
nd
uc
te
d
by
DE
C,
a
co
mp
re
he
ns
iv
e
sa
mp
li
ng
an
d
an
al
ys
is
wa
s
pe
rf
or
me
d
on
mu
ni
ci
pa
l
an
d
in
du
st
ri
al
wa
st
ew
at
er
s
di
sc
ha
rg
in
g
to
th
e
Ni
ag
ar
a
Ri
ve
r
du
ri
ng
l9
8l
—l
98
2
an
d
ag
ai
n
in
l9
85
—l
98
6.
Th
e
re
su
lt
s
sh
ow
ed
a
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dr
am
at
ic
(t
yp
ic
al
ly
ov
er
50
%)
re
du
ct
io
n
in
to
ta
l
pr
io
ri
ty
po
ll
ut
an
t
lo
ad
in
gs
,
bo
th
me
ta
ll
ic
an
d
or
ga
ni
c,
to
th
e
ri
ve
r
co
nt
ri
bu
te
d
by
bo
th
in
du
st
ri
al
an
d
mu
ni
ci
pa
l
us
er
s.
Th
es
e
re
du
ct
io
ns
ca
n
be
at
tr
ib
ut
ed
to
se
ve
ra
l
fa
ct
or
s:
l)
co
mp
le
ti
on
an
d
op
er
at
io
n
of
so
me
la
rg
e
wa
st
ew
at
er
tr
ea
tm
en
t
pl
an
ts
,
BS
A
in
cl
ud
ed
,
2)
st
ab
il
iz
at
io
n
of
op
er
at
io
ns
of
so
me
ot
he
r
ne
we
r
wa
st
ew
at
er
tr
ea
tm
en
t
pl
an
ts
,
3)
ch
em
ic
al
co
rp
or
at
io
n
pl
an
t
cl
os
in
gs
(e
st
im
at
ed
to
ac
co
un
t
fo
r
20
%)
,
4)
op
er
at
io
na
l
ch
an
ge
s
re
qu
ir
ed
by
re
ne
we
d
(m
or
e
st
ri
ct
)
po
in
t
so
ur
ce
di
sc
ha
rg
e
pe
rm
it
li
mi
ts
th
at
no
w
in
cl
ud
e
to
xi
c
pa
ra
me
te
rs
,
an
d
5)
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
ms
an
d
as
so
ci
at
ed
be
st
ma
na
ge
me
nt
practice programs.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Le
ga
1_
Au
th
or
it
y:
Ad
eq
ua
te
lo
ca
l
le
ga
l
au
th
or
it
y
ex
is
ts
fo
r
th
e
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
of
ap
pr
ov
ed
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m.
Mu
ch
as
th
e
St
at
e
wo
ul
d
en
te
r
in
to
an
Or
de
r
of
Co
ns
en
t
wi
th
a
po
in
t
so
ur
ce
di
sc
ha
rg
er
,
th
e
mu
ni
ci
pa
li
ty
(B
SA
)
ca
n
pu
rs
ue
a
si
mi
la
r
co
ur
se
of
ac
ti
on
to
ac
hi
ev
e
co
mp
li
an
ce
wi
th
an
in
du
st
ri
al
us
er
.
A
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
of
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
;
P
r
e
t
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
st
an
da
rd
s
ar
e
a
d
e
q
ua
t
e
l
y
a
p
p
l
i
e
d
to
bo
th
ca
te
go
ri
ca
l
an
d
no
n—
ca
te
go
ri
ca
l
in
du
st
ri
es
.
Th
e
st
at
e'
s
re
qu
ir
em
en
t
fo
r
in
du
st
ri
al
us
er
pe
rm
it
s
in
su
re
s
th
e
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
an
d
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
of
lo
ca
l
discharge limits.
Qo
mp
li
an
ce
Mo
ni
to
ri
ng
:
BS
A
ha
s
an
ex
ce
ll
en
t
co
mp
li
an
ce
in
sp
ec
ti
on
an
d
sa
mp
li
ng
pr
og
ra
m.
Th
e
st
at
us
is
up
da
te
d
qu
ar
te
rl
y
in
th
ei
r
re
po
rt
to
th
e
Approval Authority.
En
fo
rc
em
en
t:
BS
A
ha
s
an
ex
ce
ll
en
t
en
fo
rc
em
en
t
pr
og
ra
m
wi
th
re
sp
on
se
s
th
at
ra
ng
e
fr
om
ve
rb
al
no
n-
fo
rm
al
re
qu
ir
em
en
ts
to
co
ns
en
t
de
cr
ee
s
wi
th
pe
na
lt
ie
s.
Th
e
Na
ti
on
al
En
fo
rc
em
en
t
Re
sp
on
se
Gu
id
e
pr
ov
id
ed
by
EP
A
ha
s
be
en
em
br
ac
ed
as
a
management tool.
Qa
ta
ﬁﬂ
an
ag
em
en
t:
Ex
ce
ll
en
t:
BS
A
ha
s
ta
ke
n
a
le
ad
in
ut
il
iz
in
g
da
ta
ba
se
s
to
ma
in
ta
in
re
co
rd
s
an
d
re
po
rt
on
th
e
im
pl
em
en
ta
ti
on
of
it
s
ap
pr
ov
ed
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
program.
Be
sg
gr
cg
s:
BS
A
ha
s
ad
eq
ua
te
re
so
ur
ce
s
to
de
li
ve
r
an
ef
fe
ct
iv
e
pr
et
re
at
me
nt
pr
og
ra
m.
An
ex
pe
rt
is
e
ha
s
be
en
de
ve
lo
pe
d
ov
er
th
e
ye
ar
s
th
at
pr
ov
id
es
efficient use of resources.
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 MICHIGAN
CITY OF KALAMAZOO
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The IPP for the City of Kalamazoo (City) was approved on October 1, 1985.
The IPP requirements were included in the NPDES permit on July l8, 1988 by
permit modification. The City is not operating under any consent decree,
administrative order or other document containing pretreatment program
requirements. However, on February l7—l8, l988 the U.S. EPA conducted an IPP
audit at the City. The audit exit interview indicated that the IPP was not
being implemented as approved. Based on that information, the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources prepared a Final Order of Abatement (FOA) to
correct the indicated shortcomings in the IPP as well as to address
operational problems at the POTN. This FOA was signed by the City and
approved for public notice by the Michigan Water Resources Commission during
its September l988 meeting.
The FOA specifically demands that the City:
1. Establish local limits.
2. Develop and implement an enforcement program.
3 Verify that sufficient resources are designated to
implement the IPP.
4. Implement procedures to enforce industrial self—monitoring
and reporting.
5. Submit data to verify removal rates and provide calculated
allowable influent loading for each parameter of concern.
6. Issue individual control documents to all significant
nondomestic users.
7. Verify that all nondomestic users are in compliance with
the IPP requirements.
Items 2, 3, and 5 were submitted to the Michigan DNR by September 30,
1988, the date designated in the FOA.
The collection system to the Kalamazoo POTN reaches out to sixteen (l6)
surrounding Communities. The IPP is enforced by the sewer use ordinance of
the City and by contracts with the surrounding communities. In addition the
City has direct contracts with three (3) major industries in the area. The
contracts enable the City to establish limits and to administer and implement
the IPP. Administrative orders (AO's), including discharge limits for each
industry, are issued to individual industries. Enforcement of the IPP is by
the local units of government as advised by the City.
The City has identified nearly two—hundred and fifty (250) non—domestic
users. Of these, twenty—two (22) are categorical Industrial Users (IUs), 38
are significant noncategorical IUs, and nineteen (l9) are other regulated
noncategorical IUs. The rest are not specifically regulated. Significant
noncategorical IUs have been defined as those IUs that discharge more than
25,000 U.S. gallons of wastewater per day or discharge toxics or have a
significant impact on the POTN. Other regulated noncategorical IUs are the
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one
s
tha
t
are
det
erm
ine
d
to
pos
sib
ly
hav
e
a
sig
nif
ica
nt
imp
act
on
the
collection system.
The
Cit
y c
ont
inu
all
y u
pda
tes
the
ind
ust
ria
l
was
te
sur
vey
as
ins
pec
tio
ns
of
IUs are completed.
The
Cit
y b
ase
d i
ts
IPP
on
the
ava
ila
bil
ity
of
rem
ova
l c
red
its
and
as
yet
has
not
dev
elo
ped
loc
al
lim
its
tha
t
app
ly
to
all
IUs
.
The
FOA
inc
lud
es
a
req
uir
eme
nt
to
dev
elo
p l
oca
l
lim
its
by
Dec
emb
er
31,
l98
8.
The
ori
gin
al
IPP
sub
mit
tal
s
lis
ted
onl
y l
,2-
Dic
hlo
roe
tha
ne
as
pas
sin
g t
hro
ugh
the
POT
W.
The
new
Pow
der
Act
iva
ted
Car
bon
Tre
atm
ent
(PA
CTm
) s
yst
em
rem
ove
s t
his
che
mic
al.
For
tha
t r
eas
on
no
loc
al
lim
it
was
est
abl
ish
ed
for
l,2
—Di
chl
oro
eth
ane
.
At
the
tim
e o
f I
PP
app
rov
al
the
NPD
ES
per
mit
set
num
eri
c
lim
its
onl
y f
or
con
ven
tio
nal
par
ame
ter
s.
Cat
ego
ric
al
sta
nda
rds
hav
e b
een
use
d a
s l
oca
l
lim
its
.
The
NPD
ES
per
mit
for
the
Cit
y w
ill
con
tai
n a
bio
mon
ito
rin
g r
equ
ire
men
t a
s
well
as
lim
its
or
mon
ito
rin
g f
or
cad
miu
m,
lead
, m
erc
ury
, s
ilv
er,
cya
nid
e,
'l.
2—d
ich
lor
oet
han
e a
nd
pol
ych
lor
ina
ted
bip
hen
yls
.
Lim
its
for
the
se
par
ame
ter
s
will
be
inc
lud
ed
in
AO'
s,
iss
ued
by
the
Cit
y,
as
war
ran
ted
.
The
Cit
y h
as
iss
ued
AO'
s
tha
t i
ncl
ude
lim
its
to
spe
cif
ic
ind
ust
rie
s.
Thr
ee
(3)
ind
ust
rie
s a
re
sub
jec
t t
o p
rod
uct
ion
—ba
sed
cat
ego
ric
al
limi
ts.
Two
(2)
ind
ust
rie
s h
ave
lim
its
for
TTO
s.
Sev
ent
y—n
ine
(79
)
ind
ust
rie
s h
ave
sol
ven
t m
ana
gem
ent
pla
ns.
The
com
bin
ed
was
tes
tre
am
for
mul
a i
s a
ppl
ied
to
six
ty
(60)
ind
ust
rie
s.
Spi
ll
Pre
ven
tio
n P
lan
s t
o a
ddr
ess
tox
ic
dis
cha
rge
s a
re
in
pla
ce.
The
Cit
y d
oes
not
acc
ept
haz
ard
ous
was
te
by
tru
ck,
rail
, o
r
ded
ica
ted
pip
eli
ne.
The
Cit
y's
IPP
is
def
ici
ent
in
tha
t i
t d
oes
not
inc
lud
e
procedures for notifying IUs of RCRA requirements.
The
City
regu
larl
y in
spec
ts a
nd m
onit
ors
the
IUs.
Enfo
rcem
ent
opti
ons
incl
ude
Noti
ce o
f Vi
olat
ion,
Esta
blis
hmen
t of
IU C
ompl
ianc
e S
ched
ule,
Revo
cati
on o
f Pe
rmit
, I
njun
ctiv
e Re
lief
, F
ines
, a
nd T
ermi
nati
on o
f Se
rvic
e.
The City has dedicated the equivalent of ten (l0) FTEs to the
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
of
its
IPP
and
has
bud
get
ed
$60
0,0
00
per
yea
r t
o f
und
the
implementation of the IPP.
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PR
OG
RA
M
DE
SC
RI
PT
IO
N
AN
D
IM
PL
EM
EN
TA
TI
ON
The
Cit
y o
f P
inc
onn
ing
is
a s
mall
com
mun
ity
of
app
rox
ima
tel
y l
,00
0
cit
ize
ns
loc
ate
d n
ear
the
wes
t s
hor
e o
f S
agi
naw
Bay,
20
mil
es
nor
th
of
Bay
Cit
y.
A c
hee
se
pro
duc
tio
n f
aci
lit
y
is
loc
ate
d
in
tow
n.
Thi
s f
aci
lit
y
gen
era
tes
hig
h s
tre
ngt
h w
ast
ewa
ter
s t
hat
his
tor
ica
lly
bio
log
ica
lly
ove
rlo
ade
d
the
Cit
y‘s
was
tew
ate
r t
rea
tme
nt
pla
nt
(NNT
P)
res
ult
ing
in
the
Cit
y's
fai
lur
e
to
com
ply
wit
h e
ffl
uen
t
lim
ita
tio
ns
con
tai
ned
in
the
NPD
ES
per
mit
,
M10
020
7il
.
Bec
aus
e o
f t
his
sit
uat
ion
, t
he
DNR
req
uir
ed
the
Cit
y t
o d
eve
lop
and
imp
lem
ent
an
IPP.
The
IPP
was
app
rov
ed
for
imp
lem
ent
ati
on
Aug
ust
23,
l985
.
Requ
irem
ents
for
impl
emen
ting
the
IPP
are
cont
aine
d in
Part
I.B.
l. o
f th
e
perm
it.
No o
ther
judi
cial
or a
dmin
istr
ativ
e do
cume
nt p
rese
ntly
exis
ts
containing IPP requirements.
All
IUs
reg
ula
ted
by
the
Cit
y a
re
loc
ate
d w
ith
in
the
Cit
y l
imit
s.
The
Cit
y h
as
ide
nti
fie
d f
our
(4)
"Si
gni
fic
ant
" u
ser
s t
o t
he
syst
em.
No
categorical industries are located in the City.
The City has no formal definition for a "Significant" IU. This judgment
is l
eft
to t
he W
NTP
supe
rint
ende
nt b
ased
on t
he a
ctua
l or
pote
ntia
l
ope
rat
ion
al
int
erf
ere
nce
pre
sen
ted
by
the
IU.
The
con
tro
l m
ech
ani
sm
use
d t
o
reg
ula
te
sig
nif
ica
nt
IUs
is
the
per
mit
.
All
sig
nif
ica
nt
IUs
hav
e
bee
n is
sue
d
a p
erm
it.
In
add
iti
on,
one
non
—si
gni
fic
ant
IU
has
bee
n i
ssu
ed
a p
erm
it.
Onl
y
a ch
eese
prod
ucer
has
been
give
n di
scha
rge
limi
ts d
iffe
rent
from
the
gene
ral
dis
cha
rge
lim
ita
tio
ns
spe
cif
ied
in
the
Cit
y's
sew
er
use
ord
ina
nce
.
No
toxi
c/pr
iori
ty
poll
utan
t mo
nito
ring
requ
irem
ents
are
cont
aine
d in
the
City
's
NPDE
S pe
rmit
.
Like
wise
, n
o sp
ecif
ic
disc
harg
e li
mits
for
thes
e co
mpou
nds
have
bee
n i
ssu
ed
to
IUs
by
the
Cit
y o
the
r t
han
the
gen
era
l d
isc
har
ge
pro
hib
iti
ons
con
tai
ned
in
the
ord
ina
nce
.
Als
o n
o I
Us
are
pre
sen
tly
sub
jec
t t
o t
he
com
bin
ed
was
tes
tre
ams
for
mul
a,
pro
duc
tio
n b
ase
d s
tan
dar
ds,
TTO
lim
its
or
sol
ven
t
management plans.
The
City
insp
ects
all
sign
ific
ant
user
s ye
arly
. T
he c
hees
e pr
oduc
tion
facility is monitored daily. The City attempts to monitor all other
sig
nif
ica
nt
IUs
ann
ual
ly.
No
sel
f—m
oni
tor
ing
or
rep
ort
ing
is
req
uir
ed
of
any
sign
ific
ant
IU.
Shou
ld n
onco
mpli
ance
with
disc
harg
e l
imit
atio
ns o
ccur
, t
he
Cit
y h
as
all
enf
orc
eme
nt
opt
ion
s a
vai
lab
le
fro
m v
erb
al
war
nin
g t
o t
erm
ina
tio
n
of s
ervi
ce.
i
No s
peci
al
reso
urce
s ha
ve b
een
allo
cate
d by
the
City
to i
mple
ment
the
IPP.
The
dut
ies
are
bei
ng
han
dle
d b
y e
xis
tin
g N
NTP
sta
ff
wit
h e
xis
tin
g
res
our
ces
.
It
is
est
ima
ted
by
the
sup
eri
nte
nde
nt
tha
t a
ppr
oxi
mat
ely
one
hou
r
per
day
is
dev
ote
d t
o I
PP
(le
ss
tha
n o
ne—
hal
f F
TE).
Fin
anc
ial
res
our
ces
dev
ote
d a
nnu
all
y t
o t
he
pro
gra
m h
ave
bee
n a
ppr
oxi
mat
ed
to
be
in
the
vic
ini
ty
of $8,000. -
Proqram Effectiveness:
Leg
al
Aut
hor
ity
:
Pin
con
nin
g's
ord
ina
nce
is
unc
han
ged
fro
m t
he
dat
e t
he
IPP
was
appr
oved
by t
he D
epar
tmen
t.
The
City
has
issu
ed a
ll n
eces
sary
disc
harg
e
permits as stipulated in the ordinance.
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gﬂn
gﬁ_
§ta
nga
_ds
:
Pin
con
nin
g
is
pro
per
ly
app
lyi
ng
IPP
dis
cha
rge
st
an
da
rd
s.
Na
st
es
ge
ne
ra
te
d
by
the
ch
ee
se
fa
ct
or
y
in
ex
ce
ss
of
di
sc
ha
rg
e
lim
ita
tio
ns
hav
e
bee
n p
ump
ed
and
hau
led
to
ano
the
r
nea
rby
tre
atm
ent
fac
ili
ty
(a
ls
o
wi
th
an
ap
pr
ov
ed
and
sa
ti
sf
ac
to
ri
ly
im
pl
em
en
te
d
IPP
).
A
lan
d
app
lic
ati
on
pro
gra
m
to
ass
ist
in
pro
per
ly
dis
pos
ing
of
was
tes
bey
ond
the
tre
atm
ent
cap
abi
lit
ies
of
the
Pin
con
nin
g
NNT
P
has
als
o
bee
n
und
ert
ake
n.
Pin
con
nin
g
has
pro
per
ly
cat
ego
riz
ed
use
rs
and
use
s
cit
y
gen
era
ted
dat
a
to
evaluate compliance with local limits.
Com
pli
anc
e
Mon
ito
rin
g:
The
Cit
y
has
inv
est
ed
the
maj
ori
ty
of
its
mon
ito
rin
g
eff
ort
s
tow
ard
s
was
tew
ate
r
dis
cha
rge
fro
m
the
che
ese
fac
tor
y.
The
Cit
y
is
wor
kin
g t
o e
xpa
nd
its
mon
ito
rin
g e
ffo
rts
to
the
res
t o
f t
he
sig
nif
ica
nt
IUs
.
The
Cit
y h
as
not
alw
ays
mon
ito
red
all
oth
er
sig
nif
ica
nt
IUs
ann
ual
ly
as
identified in the approved programs.
Enf
orc
eme
nt:
The
Cit
y's
enf
orc
eme
nt
eff
ort
s h
ave
bee
n s
uff
ici
ent
to
ens
ure
tha
t
dis
cha
rge
s
fro
m
the
pri
nci
pal
sou
rce
com
ply
wit
h
loc
al
lim
its
.
All
oth
er
'si
gni
fic
ant
IUs
hav
e c
omp
lie
d w
ith
loc
al
lim
its
and
hav
e
not
req
uir
ed
enforcement efforts by the City.
Qat
a M
ana
gem
ent
:
The
Cit
y's
fil
es
are
ade
qua
te
to
mee
t t
he
nee
ds
of
the
program.
Resources: Sufficient at the present time.
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PERMIT NO. MIOOZO7ll
PART I
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
l. Final Effluent Limitations
a. During the period beginning on the date of issuance and lasting until the
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge treated municipal
wastewaters from the Pinconning wastewater treatment plant through outfalls
00l and 002 to Pinconning River, in Section 23, T17, R4E. Such discharges
shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as follows:
Discharge Limitations
 
Effluent Dates In Daily Daily 30—Day 7—Day
ﬁgh_racteristic Effect Minimum Maximum Average Average
Flow (in MGD) All Year — — —
Carbonaceous May l—Oct 3l — l0.0 mg/l 4.0 mg/l -
Biochemical 42.0 lb/d l7.0 lb/d —
Oxygen Demand Nov l—Mar 3l — 9.0 mg/l 6.0 mg/l —
(CBODS) 38.0 lb/d 25.0 lb/d —
Apr l—Apr 30 — — 25.0 mg/l 40.0 mg/l
— l04 lb/d l67. lb/d
Total Suspended
Solids All Year — — 20.0 mg/l 30.0 mg/l
- 83 lb/d l25. lb/d
 
Ammonia May l—Oct 3l — 2.0 mg/l 0.5 mg/l —
Nitrogen (as N) Nov l—Mar 3i — l0.0 mg/l - —
Apr l—Apr 30 — ~ Monitoring Only
Total
Phosphorus (as P) All Year — — l.0 mg/l —
Dissolved Oxygen May l—Mar 3i 7.0 mg/l — — —
Apr l—Apr 30 3.0 mg/l — — —
Fecal Coliform All Year — — 200/lOOml 400/lOOml
Bacteria
Total
Residual All Year - 0.036 — -
Chlorine
pH (S.U.) All Year — - 6.5 9.0
The following design flows were used in determining the above limitations, but
are not to be considered limitations or actual capacities themselves: 0.5 MGD.
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 CITY OF LUDINGTON
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The City of Ludington, with a population of 9000, is located on the shore
of Lake Michigan in Mason County, Michigan. The City discharges approximately
two million gallons per day of treated sewage to the Pere Marquette River
under authority of NPDES Permit # M10021334. In addition to effluent
limitations, the permit requires the development and implementation of an
IPP. IPP requirements were met by the City and the program was approved on
March 29, 1985.
 
Ludington's NPDES Permit does not contain effluent limitations for
non—conventional pollutants, but the Permit has been modified to include
specific IPP language. The modification requires the City to:
l. Maintain records related to IPP for a minimum of three years.
2. Submit annual reports to the state.
3. Issue discharge permits in accordance with the approved program plan.
4. Protect the quality of sludge.
5. Protect the quality of treated effluent.
6. Prevent operational upsets due to industrial discharges.
7. Ensure local limits are met.
8. Ensure federal limits are met.
The current permit expires October l, 1991. The City is not operating
under any consent decrees, administrative orders, or other documents that
contain pretreatment program requirements.
The City identified 308 non—domestic users connected to the wastewater
treatment facility. Of that number, 16 were located outside the City
boundaries in Pere Marquette Township.
Non—domestic users in the Township are
required to meet IPP requirements by Township ordinance and by an
interjurisdictional agreement between the City and Township.
Of all the non—domestic users, one has been identified as a categorical
industrial user, two have been identified as significant, and four have been
identified as regulated non—categorical industrial users.
The City defines
significant to mean more than 10,000 gallons per day of flow, the discharge of
toxic pollutants, or a non—domestic discharge which creates a significant
impact at the treatment facility or receiving stream. The two significant
dischargers at Ludington are listed due to flow greater than 10,000 gallons
per day. The four regulated non—categorical industries include Harrington
Tool Company, House of Flavors, NSI Cleaners, and Great Lakes Castings.
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_ggmp
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gﬂit
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the
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.
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_Program Effectiveness
Legalwﬁuthgrity: Boyne City's pretreatment ordinance provides adequate legal
authority for regulating its IUs.
Applicationﬁof Standards: Boyne City has done an adequate job of applying
pretreatment standards. The two significant IUs have been properly
categorized. The City's compliance sampling of the categorical IU is done at
the end of the process.
Compliancg_MQnitoringz The City has conducted compliance sampling in
accordance with the approved program frequency.
ﬁnforcement: Very little enforcement action has been needed to date due to
the City's close working relationship with its two significant IUs. Both SIUs
have documented consistent compliance with pretreatment standards. The City
has recently had to issue notice letters concerning failure to report
self—monitoring results. The City does need to develop an enforcement
response guide.
QgtgﬂManagement: The small number of SIUs simplifies data management by
program personnel. Files are well documented with monitoring data,
inspections, and compliance activities. The status of each SIUs compliance is
easily determined.
Resources: The City has committed approximately 0.l FTEs to the pretreatment
program and appears to have adequate resources for implementation.
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 CITY OF FLINT
The City of Flint operates an advanced water treatment facility which
treats the municipal and industrial discharges of the City of Flint and the
Beecher Metropolitan District. The wastewater treatment plant currently
processes an average flow of 35 USMGD (l32,475 m3/d)(dry weather) with an
activated sludge system followed by micro screens. Approximately 38% of this
flow is industrial or non-domestic in nature. Sludge is treated with the
zimpro process, belt filter pressed and incinerated.
The City of Flint IPP program was approved on May 29, l985. The ordinance
adopted by the City on February 25, 1985, contains provisions for issuance of
permits to significant IUs. The City's NPDES permit was modified on August
22, l985, to incorporate the approved program. The NPDES permit requires that
the City submit annual reports on the status of the program, including
effluent limits for cadmium, copper, lead, silver, and amenable cyanide (see
'Table l). v
At this time, the City of Flint has issued twenty—seven (27) discharge
permits broken down as follows: categorical users — seven; significant
non—categorical users — seven; and regulated non-categorical users —
thirteen. Of the twenty—seven permitted dischargers, there are two using the
combined wastestream formula, nine subject to total toxic organic limits, and
nine subject to solvent management plans. There is also one significant
discharger located in the Beecher Metropolitan District. The Beecher
Metropolitan District is handled via a multi—jurisdictional agreement.
A SIU is defined as having any of the following; a flow of 25,000 gallons
per day or greater; a flow of greater than 5% of the influent flow; a
discharge which contains a toxic pollutant or has a IPP
significant impact on the POTW either singly or in combination with other
industries.
The following parameters appear in the Flint POTW's NPDES permit. All
samples are required to be 24 hour composites.
TABLE l
Effluent
Frequency Limits
Effluent Daily 30—Day
Parameter Monitoring Maximum Averaqe
Amenable Cyanide Weekly 30 pg/l* 5 pg/l*
Total Lead Weekly 449 pg/l* l9 pg/l*
Total Silver Weekly 2 pg/l* O.l pg/l*
Total Cadmium Weekly 46 pg/l* l.0 pg/l*
Total Copper Weekly l2l pg/l* 65 pg/l*
*Effluent Limits take effect l0—l—90
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Permit limits and ordinance limits are based upon a review of available
information and calculations based on treatability and passthrough criteria.
There is no history of difficulties caused by industrial dischargers and the
plant is in consistent compliance with their effluent limits.
TABLE 2
1. Discharge Limitations — User Total Discharge Volume to POTN
Less than 10,000 gpd
Discharge Limitation (mg/1)
Pgigmgigﬁ (Daily Average)
Arsenic
Cadmium
Chromium (Total)
Copper
Lead
Mercury
Nickel
Silver
Zinc
Cyanide
N
m
o
w
o
o
w
m
m
o
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
2. Discharge Limitations - User total discharge volume to POTN
Greater than 10,000 gpd
Discharge Limitation (mg/1)
Parameter (Daily Average)
Arsenic 0.10
Cadmium 0.70
Chromium (Total) 2.6
Copper 1.2
Lead 0.4
Mercury 0.005
Nickel 1.3
Silver 0.2
Zinc 1.1
Cyanide 0.60
The approved program contains recommended monitoring (both self and POTN)
frequencies as a guideline for operating staff which allows them the
flexibility of increasing or decreasing monitoring based on user compliance
with their permit.
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TABLE 3
MONITORING SCHEDULE
User Self—Monitoring POTN Monitoring
Characteristics Requirements Scheduled Unscheduled
User Regulated by Review Applicable Monthly Quarterly
Federal Categorical Federal Categorical
Discharge Regula— Discharge Regulation
tions of Self-Monitoring
Requirements.
User with High Quarterly Semi— Semi—
Potential to Annually Annually
Impact on POTN
'Process I
User with Low Annually Annually None
Potential to
Impact to
POTN Process
NOTE: The above Monitoring Schedule is meant to serve as a guideline only.
The actual monitoring requirements for a particular User should be based upon
User performance. If a User has consistently met or violated the requirement
of a User Permit, the monitoring requirements should be modified appropriately.
The adopted ordinance allows the City several enforcement tools dependent
upon the severity of the violation. Options range from verbal or written
notices up to the termination of service; to date, there have been no major
enforcement actions by the City, due to significant compliance by IUs with
program requirements.
The current program is operated with a staff of 2.3 FTE's and an annual budget
of approximately $110,000.
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CITY OF BRYAN
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The City of Bryan's pretreatment program was approved on January l8, l985
and pretreatment requirements were subsequently incorporated in its NPDES
permit. Bryan is not operating under an enforcement order, consent decree, or
other document containing pretreatment program requirements.
All IUs tributary to the Bryan POTN are located within its jurisdictional
boundaries.
Bryan has six IUs in their system. Of these six, three are subject to
categorical standards and three are considered significant non—categorical
users. Bryan issues wastewater discharge permits for a duration of two years
to SIUs. SIUs are either subject to categorical standards or are discharging
industrial waste that has the potential to upset plant operations. Bryan has
issued the six IU permits required by their approved program.
The combined wastestream formula is applied to two of the IUs. Two are
also subject to TTO requirements. None of the IUs in Bryan are subject to
production based standards.
The following parameters appear in the Bryan POTN's NPDES permit. All
samples are required to be composites unless otherwise noted.
PARAMETER MONITORING FREQUENCY
influent effluent sludge
monitoring monitoring monitoring
Cadmium l/month l/month l/month
Chromium, hex l/month l/month ——
Chromium, total l/month l/month l/month
Copper l/month l/month l/month
Lead l/month l/month l/month
Nickel l/month l/month l/month
Zinc l/month l/month l/month
Mercury l/month l/month l/month
Phenols l/month l/month+ ——
Cyanide, total l/month* l/month"‘+ ——
*grab samples t monitoring only
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Local limits calculations for the program submission were based on three
sampling periods of the influent, effluent and sludge in l983. Removal rates
were calculated based on these data. Maximum plant headworks loadings were
then back~calculated using the most limiting factors among activated sludge
biological processes, anaerobic sludge digestion, and land application of
sludge. Sampled background headworks loadings were subtracted from the
calculated allowable influent loadings and then allocated uniformly to
industrial contributors.
In l985 Bryan revised their local limits to reflect new water quality
standards using the same procedures but new data collected over three months
of daily 24 hour composite sampling. Bryan's local limits are as follows:
Earameter Limit gmg/l)
Cadmium 0.69
Chromium 3.32
Copper 0.09
Lead 3.9l
Nickel 0.69
Zinc 3.59
Phenols 2.74
Cyanide, total O.l6
Bryan's approved program establishes inspection and monitoring frequencies
as follows:
Categorical slu
IU inspections by POTN l/year l/year
POTN monitoring of IU l/year l/year
Self—monitoring by IU 4/year 4/year
Reporting by IU 2/year Z/year
Bryan has not developed a definite enforcement strategy to be applied
uniformly to situations of noncompliance. Any enforcement that has been
initiated in the past has consisted mainly of verbal warnings and informal
letters that have been poorly documented.
The funding for Bryan's pretreatment program is borne completely by the
POTw's general operating fund. One tenth of a FTE has been committed to the
program.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Legalﬂﬂuthgrity: Bryan is considered to have adequate legal authority to
implement and enforce its pretreatment program. The only shortcoming in
Bryan’s sewer use ordinance is the absence of the recently revised federal
definitions of passthrough and interference.
AppLigatlgﬂme Standards: Program staff have had periodic problems
determining the correct limits to put in permits as well as the proper
application of the combined wastestream formula. Sampling locations have not
been identified in the permits. Bryan has also failed to notify its IUs of
RCRA requirements.
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nggliange_Mgﬂitgrjngz The City has failed to document IU inspections, making
it difficult to establish if these inspections have been conducted. The
City's compliance monitoring events did not routinely sample for all
parameters limited in the user’s permit. in addition, chain of custody forms
for samples are not used.
gnforcement: Out of six SIUs, one has been consistently out of compliance
with local limits. The city has not placed this user on a compliance
schedule, but the industry is installing pretreatment facilities to meet
permit limitations.
There is no clear record that all IU violations have been acted upon. The
City has not consistently issued notices of violation. Presently any type of
enforcement against an industrial contributor would be difficult, if not
impossible, due to the lack of inspection, monitoring and documentation done
by the POTW.
Data Management: Bryan's program files do not contain adequate
documentation. in addition, baseline monitoring reports are missing for
several categorical industries.
Resources: Bryan is not providing sufficient resources to adequately
implement the pretreatment program. Additional manpower is required to
correct the deficiencies noted herein.
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 NORTHEAST OHIO REGIONAL SEWER DISTRICT
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
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 NEORSD's approved program establishes inspection and monitoring frequencies as
follows:
Categorical SIU
IU inspections by POTN l/year — min l/year — min
POTN monitoring of IU l/year — min l/year — min
Self—monitoring of IU 2/year varies
Reporting by IU as necessary varies
NEORSD's enforcement plan responds to first—time violators by sending a
notice of violation describing the violation and requesting a response within
a specified period of time. if an industry repeatedly discharges pollutants
in excess of the limits contained in the Sewer Use Code, NEORSD typically
follows up with either administrative orders or show cause hearings. Overall,
the enforcement strategies of the District have been effective in limiting
violations.
Operating expenses for NEORSD's Pretreatment Program are set at
approximately $l3l,500 for program implementation and another $ll9,000
estimated for lab expenses. The total funding is borne by the general
operating fund. Only lab expenses for TTO testing is billed directly to the
industry. Approximately 5.5 to 6.5 man years are committed to the pretreatment
program.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Legal_Authgrityz NEORSD has adequate legal authority to implement and enforce
pretreatment standards and requirements. However, the District currently does
not have a control mechanism other than the sewer use code. Although the code
is of and by itself enforceable, 40 CFR 403 is interpreted by the approval
authority to require additional control. Given that USEPA intends to modify
40 CFR 403 to clearly require issuance of permits (or equivalent) to all SIUs,
NEORSD should modify their program to implement such a system.
Application of Standards: lt appears that NEORSD may not be applying standards
appropriately. The District compliance sampling, whenever possible, is
conducted end-of—process; this method does not allow assessment of compliance
with local limits. The District must identify and quantify wastestreams
introduced downstream of their sampling location. Where necessary, the
comb
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ld b
e us
ed.
NEOR
SD a
lso
need
s to
iden
tify
representative sampling locations for IU self—monitoring.
Qompliance_Mon1tgrjpgz NEORSD's compliance monitoring program appears to be
one
of t
he p
rogr
am's
stre
ngth
s.
The
Dist
rict
impl
emen
ts a
four
—day
samp
ling
event for their scheduled compliance monitoring. These sampling events include l
a de
tail
ed i
nspe
ctio
n on
the
firs
t da
y.
Subs
eque
nt d
ays
are
used
to f
ollo
w—up
with questions generated by the first day‘s inspection, pick up samples and
reset the sampler. -
The District has also developed adhesive labels citing the IUs requirement to
noti
fy t
he D
istr
ict
in t
he e
vent
of a
slug
disc
harg
e or
trea
tmen
t eq
uipm
ent
l
fail
ure.
Thes
e s
tick
ers
are
bein
g di
stri
bute
d to
IUs
thro
ugho
ut t
he D
istr
ict
and
are
to
be
pla
ced
on
tre
atm
ent
con
tro
l
equ
ipm
ent
.
  
Enf
orc
eme
nt:
Of
the
l65
SIU
s t
hat
dis
cha
rge
to
NEO
RSD
's
fac
ili
tie
s,
app
rox
ima
tel
y t
en
per
cen
t h
ave
bee
n s
ubj
ect
to
som
e f
orm
of
enf
orc
eme
nt
act
ion
dur
ing
the
las
t t
wel
ve
mon
ths
.
Fiv
e S
IUs
are
con
sid
ere
d
to
be
in
non
com
pli
anc
e w
ith
cat
ego
ric
al
sta
nda
rds
and
thr
ee
are
in
non
com
pli
anc
e w
ith
loc
al
lim
its
.
Ele
ven
use
rs
are
cur
ren
tly
on
com
pli
anc
e
sch
edu
les
, w
ith
eig
ht
having been returned to compliance.
Qat
a_M
ana
gem
gnt
z
NEO
RSD
's
cur
ren
t f
ili
ng
sys
tem
is
by
no
mea
ns
idea
l,
but
its
dif
fic
ult
ies
sho
uld
be
res
olv
ed
aft
er
a m
ove
to
new
off
ice
s a
nd
est
abl
ish
men
t
of centralized filing area.
Res
Quﬁ
ce
:
Pro
gra
m r
eso
urc
es
app
ear
to
be
at
a r
eas
ona
ble
leve
l.
TAB
LE
1:
NPD
ES
Per
mit
Par
ame
ter
s a
nd
Mon
ito
rin
g R
equ
ire
men
ts
(All samples are composites unless otherwise noted)
FACILITY: Easterly NNTP
PARAMETER FREQUENCY
influent effluent sludge
monitoring monitoring monitoring
Cad
miu
m
l/w
eek
l/w
eek
———
Chr
omi
um,
tri
———
l/w
eek
-——
Chr
omi
um,
hex
—-¢
l/w
eek
-——
Chr
omi
um,
tot
al
l/w
eek
———
——-
Cop
per
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l/w
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———
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l/w
eek
———
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l/w
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———
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———
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— lOO —
TABLE l: Con't.
FACILITY: Southerly WWTP
 
PARAMEIER FREQUENCY
influent effluent sludge
monitoring monitoring monitoring
Cadmium l/month l/week l/week
Chromium, hex l/month l/week ———
Chromium, total l/month l/week l/week
Copper l/month l/week l/week
Lead l/month l/week l/week
Nickel l/month l/week l/week
Zinc l/month l/week l/week
Mercury l/month l/week l/week
Phenols l/month* l/week* ———
Cyanide, total l/month* l/week l/week
PCBs ——— ——— 4/year*
*grab samples
FACILITY: Westerly NWTP
 
EABAMETER FREQUENCY
influent effluent sludge
monitoring monitoring monitoring
Cadmium l/week l/week l/week*
Chromium, hex ——— l/week —-—
Chromium, total l/week l/week l/week*
Copper l/week l/week l/week*
Lead l/week l/week ———
Nickel l/week l/week l/week*
Zinc l/week l/week l/week*
Mercury l/week l/week ———
Phenols ——— l/week* ———
Cyanide, total l/week* l/week* ———
PCBs ——— ——— 4/year*
*grab samples
— lOl —
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CITIES OF NILLOUGHBY — EASTLAKE
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The City of Nilloughby and neighboring Eastlake together form the
Willoughby—Eastlake Water Pollution Control Center (NPCC). Pretreatment
program approval was granted on September 26, l985 and pretreatment
requirements were subsequently incorporated into their NPDES permit. The HPCC
is not operating under an enforcement order, consent decree, or other document
containing pretreatment program requirements.
The NPCC has jurisdictional authority over all wastewater contributors
tributary to the treatment plant in the cities of Nilloughby and Eastlake to
monitor and inspect contributors and to require compliance with the sewer use
ordinance adopted by the WPCC. However, the burden of enforcement falls on
the legal department of the respective cities.
Nilloughby—Eastlake has 348 IUs in their system. Of these, l0 are subject
to categorical standards, 75 are significant non—categorical users, and 263
are considered other non—categorical users. Nilloughby—Eastlake defines a SIU
as any user discharging process waste or possessing the potential to discharge
other than "normal sewage", a phrase contained in their by—law.
Ten of the users are subject to TTO requirements. One user is regulated
by a production—based categorical standard.
IU permits expire one year after their issuance date and require the
submission of an updated industrial waste survey when the IU applies for a
permit renewal.
The following parameters appear in the Nilloughby—Eastlake WPCC NPDES
permit. All samples are required to be composites unless otherwise noted.
 
PARAMETER FREQUENCY
influent effluent sludge
monitoring monitoring monitoring
Cadmium l/week l/week l/month*
Chromium, hex ——— l/week+ ———
Chromium, total l/week l/week+ l/month*
Copper l/week l/week ———
Lead l/week l/week l/month*
Nickel l/week l/week l/month*
Zinc l/week l/week l/month*
Mercury, l/week l/week l/month*
Phenols l/week* l/week*+ ———
Cyanide, total l/week* l/week*+ ———
PCBs -—— l/year*
* grab samples + monitoring only
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If the violations continue, the user is discussed at a monthly administrative
meeting. A prosecutor's meeting may ensue. If the violations continue, the
user is referred to the Law Department of the appropriate city for enforcement
action. According to the sewer use ordinance, a violating IU will be referred
to either Nilloughby or Eastlake depending on the IUs location and which city
has jurisdiction in that area.
Annual pretreatment program funding for 1988 is $l96,845 with 4.0 full
time equivalents allocated to the program.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Legal Authority: Nilloughby Eastlake's legal authority is sufficient.
Applicatigﬂwof_§tandards: Program staff appear to be applying standards
correctly and appropriately.
Compliance Monitoring: The compliance monitoring program is sufficient.
Enforcement: Sixty—six Percent of all categorical and SIUs have been subject
to some level of enforcement action during the past twelve months. 0f
fourteen IUs that were in significant noncompliance with permit limits, nine
have been returned to compliance by use of orders or compliance schedules.
Judicial action against one user in Eastlake has been initiated.
 
Nilloughby~Eastlake's lack of enforcement is the major concern with an
otherwise good pretreatment program. Program staff issue notices of
violation, but the Willoughby legal department has failed to initiate further
action.
DataﬁManagement: All files appear to be adequately documentedand are in good
order.
Resources: Program resources appear to be at a reasonable level.
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—Elyria's local limits were developed to protect against l) inhibiting
biological prbcesses, 2) violating sludge disposal requirements, and 3)
violating NPDES permit limits. Removal rates for 8 heavy metals and cyanide
were determined from previous POTW sampling data and information published by
the U.S. EPA. These numbers were used to calculate allowable influent
loadings for all parameters. The background pollutant value was then
subtracted from the allowable headworks loading to determine the allowable
industrial contribution. This value was divided by the total flow of
industries known to contribute that pollutant to determine a local
limitation. Elyria's local limits are as follows:
Parameter Limit (mg/l)
Cadmium 0.54
Chromium 4.0
Copper 2.1
Lead 0.70
Mercury 0.002
Nickel 5.0
Zinc 3.4
Cyanide, total l.3
Silver 1.2
Elyria has also established limits for industrial discharges of
conventional pollutants but selectively grants variances on these limits up to
a specified ceiling. Any concentration above a ceiling level is considered a
violation of the sewer use ordinance, but within this range the POTW levies a
surcharge on that parameter.
Elyria's monitoring program establishes compliance sampling frequencies
for IUs according to the volume of wastewater that is discharged to the POTN.
The frequencies are as follows:
>l0,000 GPD (10,000 QPD
IU inspections by POTN l/year l/year
POTN monitoring of IU 2/month l/month
Self monitoring by IU 2/month 2/month
Reporting by IU 4/year 4/year
Elyria's approved program calls for a written notice of violation to be
served on a violator requiring compliance within 10 days. An uncorrected
violation would be subject to a citation followed by a hearing with the
Superintendent, who retains the authority to order appropriate relief,
including dismissal of the citation or termination of service. However, in
actual practice, notices of violation have been followed by meetings and
correspondence which have not always been effective in resolving noncompliance.
Elyria has an estimated annual pretreatment program budget of $l55,000 and
has allocated 3.2 FTEs to the program.
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INDIANA
FORT WAYNE
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The Fort Wayne Municipal Code was amended to provide local authority for
the pretreatment program in August of l985. The Fort Wayne POTN serves 34
categorical industries, and 38 "significant, non—categorical industries",
defined as those facilities having in their effluents pollutants other than
oil and grease and pH. In addition, there are 46 other regulated
noncategorical industries; these are industries that the POTN surcharges,
inspects, controls through a permit, or otherwise regulates, but which are not
considered significant for purposes of the pretreatment program. They include
restaurants, hotels, and motels. Not all these sources are within the
boundaries of the city; however, pretreatment standards are enforced through
interjurisdictional agreement.
Of 20 categorical industries required to meet TTO regulations, 10 have met
all TTO requirements; the balance are developing TOMPs required to meet TTO
requirements. In response to survey questionnaires, five other industries
have met TTO requirements.
The city performs industrial compliance monitoring once per quarter on all
of the industries that are permitted and inspections of these facilities once
or twice per year. IUs are required to perform self monitoring between two
and six times per month.
The recent survey of T85 industries indicated that 24 were out of
compliance (2 issued notices of violation, 22 non—significant violations
mostly of pH); five of these have developed compliance schedules. Pollutants
for which limits were exceeded included copper, lead, fats, oil and greases,
pH, cyanide, zinc and manganese.
Proqram Effectiveness
Lega1_Au:hQ[1t11 Adequate local legal authority exists for the
enforcement of pretreatment standards under the Municipal Code.
Appljcationwgﬁ_§tandards: Pretreatment standards are adequately applied
to both categorical and noncategorical industries. The city is making
significant progress in determination of TTO for both types of industries;
however, the state has been encouraging them to expand this effort to embrace
other sources among the industrial population.
Compliance Monitoring: The city has conducted compliance sampling in
accordance with approved program frequency. It was not clear at this time if
the city has increased the frequency of monitoring at sources demonstrated to
be out of compliance in response to a suggestion from the state.
ﬁnforcement: Generally, enforcement action appears to be adequate, but
the state noted a need for an Enforcement Response Procedure to ensure uniform
and timely response to violations.
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Fort Wayne, Indiana — cont'd.
Dat
a M
ana
gem
ent
:
Rec
ord
kee
pin
g w
as
jud
ged
ade
qua
te.
Resg
grge
_§ya
lgat
igﬂ:
The
prog
ram
staf
f co
nsis
ts o
f tw
o fi
eld
pers
onne
l,
one
secr
etar
y, o
ne
lab
staf
f an
d a
prog
ram
supe
rvis
or.
Tota
l f
undi
ng
is i
n
the
vici
nity
of $
l30,
000
per
year
. T
his
leve
l i
s co
nsid
ered
adeq
uate
for
a
sound pretreatment program.
Summary: The city has been determined to be operating a sound
pretreatment program.
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CITY OF ELKHART
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
The Elkhart pretreatment program was approved on August 30, l984. The
POTw serves and permits (every five years) 26 categorical industries, and
eleven "significant, noncategorical industries", defined as those facilities
having a discharge of over l0,000 U.S. GPD (37.85 m3/d) and/or toxic
contaminants.
In the second quarter of l988, five of the categorical industries were not
in compliance.
Two of these IUs were only marginally out of compliance and of
the balance, two were on compliance schedules and the third was referred to
the City Attorney for possible legal action.
At the end of l988 all IUs were
in compliance.
The state expressed concerns regarding the demonstration of the
achievement of TTO requirements at l0 categorical industries.
Some of the
industries have performed a TTO analysis and submitted the analytical data to
the city.
The city performs industrial compliance monitoring twice per year on all
of the industries that are permitted and inspects these facilities at least
twice per year.
IUs are required to perform self—monitoring between two times
per year and once a month, depending on the type and size of the operation.
Monitoring frequencies do increase when an IU is determined to be out of
compliance.
Program Effectiveness
LegalﬁAuthority: Adequate local legal authority exists for the
enforcement of pretreatment standards.
Application of Standards: Pretreatment standards are adequately applied
to both categorical and noncategorical industries. The city is making
significant progress in determination of TTO for both types of industries;
however, the state has been encouraging them to expand this effort to embrace
other sources among the industrial population.
ompliancewMonitgting: The city has conducted compliance sampling in
accordance with approved program frequency.
0
ﬁgfgrcement: Generally, enforcement action appears to be adequate; an
Enforcement Response Procedure to ensure uniform and timely response to
violations has now been developed and approved by state.
Data Management: Record keeping was judged excellent.
Resource Evaluation: The program staff consists of one full time person
and one half time supervisor and one half time program assistant. Total
funding is in the vicinity of $50,000 per year. This level is considered
adequate.
Summary: The city has been determined to be operating a sound
pretreatment program.
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MINNESOTA
Western
Lake
Superior
Sanitary
District
(NLSSD)
serving
Duluth
and
Cloquet
and
surrounding
areas
in
Minnesota
DESCRIPTION
The
NLSSD
pretreatment
program
was
approved
on
June
24,
l985,
pretreatment
program
requirements
were
placed
in
the
NLSSD
permit
on
September
l8,
l985,
and
the
program
was
implemented
in
August
of
1986,
after
issuance
of
a
Notice
of
Violation
for
non—implementation
of
their
program.
NLSSD
has
adopted
an
Industrial
Pretreatment
Ordinance
which
regulates
IUs
of
their
system,
in
addition
to
a
Model
Sewer
Use
Ordinance
which
has
been
adopted
by
each
of
the
political
jurisdictions
within
their
service
area.
'Together
these
ordinances
comprise
the
legal
authority
for
the
NLSSD
pretreatment program.
The
NPDES
permit
for
NLSSD
contains
monitoring
requirements
for
effluent
chloroform,
hexachlorobenzene,
methylene
chloride
and
pentachlorophenol
twice
a
month,
plus
twice
annual
monitoring
of
influent,
effluent
and
sludge
for
nickel,
copper,
cadmium,
zinc,
chromium,
cyanide,
phenols
and
pentachlorophenol.
Priority
pollutant
scans
were
also
required
during
the
first
year
of
the
permit.
NLSSD
evaluated
the
need
for
local
limitations
to
prevent
interference
and
passthrough
and
adopted
local
limits
for
six
metals.
Industrial
flow
is
about
l7
million
gallons
per
day
out
of
a
total
of
about
35
million
gallons
per
day.
All
IUs
are
located
in
the
service
area
of
NLSSD
and
are
regulated
directly
by
NLSSD.
WLSSD
has
l3
SIUs,
two
of
which
are
categorical
IUs
with
relevant
limitations.
WLSSD
has
issued
permits
to
all
SIUs
as
their
control
mechanism.
NLSSD
is
now
issuing
permits,
under
the
pretreatment
program,
to
laboratories,
universities,
and
hospitals.
The
local
limits
from
the
Industrial
Pretreatment
Ordinance
or,
if
they
are
more
restrictive,
the
limits
in
National
Categorical
Pretreatment
Standards
are
placed
in
all
permits
issued
by
HLSSD.
Permits
issued
by
NLSSD
also
include
limitations
on
conventional
parameters
when
the
IU
contributes
a
significant
portion
of
the
treatment
plant loading.
NLSSD
receives
and
reviews
reports
for
their
permitted
IUs
and
conducts
inspections
and
monitoring
of
their
IUs
regularly.
Enforcement
actions
have
been
taken
for
violations
of
the
ordinances
and
permits.
Implementation
of
the
pretreatment
program
is
guided
by
an
IPP
Procedures
Manual.
EVALUATION
Legal
Authgrityi
The
only
problem
which
has
been
identified
in
the
NLSSD
Industrial
Pretreatment
Ordinance
is
in
the
temperature
limitation
in
the
general
prohibitions.
High
temperature
has
caused
operational
problems
at
the
treatment
plant.
This
has
been
identified
by
NLSSD
and
they
have
indicated
that
they
may
be
requesting
an
ordinance
change.
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 Appligatign_gf_§tandards: WLSSD has correctly applied pretreatment standards
and have properly categorized IUs.
ngpiiance_Mgnitoringz NLSSD has met program commitments for monitoring and
inspecting IUs. However, the effort has not been well organized in some
respects. This has been noted in inspections and NLSSD has committed to
improved planning of inspections and monitoring of IUs.
 
ngQLgeMgﬂL: As of the last pretreatment inspection, one categorical IU was
noted to be in non—compliance with reporting requirements. NLSSD has been
slow to take action against this IU. Monitoring by WLSSD shows that they are
in compliance with limitations. NLSSD was directed to take enforcement action
and resolve this situation. All other IUs were in compliance.
Qa:a_Managgmeﬂt: With some effort any needed data could be found in the NLSSD
pretreatment files. Some recommendations have been made to improve file
organization. Because of significant potential for public interest in the
pretreatment files, NLSSD is considering developing specific procedures for
public access to the files.
Resources: Program resources appear to be adequate.
— ll3 —
  
  
HISCONSIN
CITY OF MANITONOC
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The
Cit
y o
f M
ani
tow
oc
rec
eiv
ed
app
rov
al
of
its
loca
l p
ret
rea
tme
nt
pro
gra
m
in
Jun
e o
f T
984
.
The
Cit
y's
WPD
ES
per
mit
was
sub
seq
uen
tly
mod
ifi
ed
to
inc
lud
e
requirements to operate the approved program.
The
Cit
y's
tre
atm
ent
pla
nt
rec
eiv
es
app
rox
ima
tel
y l
0.0
mil
lio
n g
all
ons
(US
)
(37
,85
0 m
3/d
> o
f w
ast
ewa
ter
eac
h d
ay.
Som
e 4
.5
mil
lio
n g
all
ons
(l7
,43
7 m
3/d
) o
f t
hat
was
te
are
fro
m i
ndu
str
ial
sou
rce
s.
Man
ito
woc
rec
eiv
es
was
tew
ate
r f
rom
an
est
ima
ted
50
IUs
.
Twe
nty
—tw
o
(el
eve
n c
ate
gor
ica
l,
ele
ven
non
cat
ego
ric
al)
hav
e b
een
iss
ued
IU
per
mit
s.
Two
additional users presently require permits.
All
IUs
are
loc
ate
d w
ith
in
the
jur
isd
ict
ion
al
bou
nda
rie
s o
f t
he
Cit
y.
Landfill leachate also is hauled to the plant for treatment.
The
Cit
y u
sed
his
tor
ica
l t
rea
tme
nt
pla
nt
mon
ito
rin
g t
o e
sti
mat
e p
oll
uta
nt
rem
ova
l
rat
es
to
est
abl
ish
loc
al
lim
its
.
Max
imu
m a
llo
wab
le
hea
dwo
rks
loa
ds
wer
e d
ete
rmi
ned
bas
ed
on
the
sus
cep
tib
ili
ty
of
the
bio
log
ica
l t
rea
tme
nt
pro
ces
s t
o u
pse
t o
r i
nhi
bit
ion
, a
nd
to
mai
nta
in
cur
ren
t s
lud
ge
dis
pos
al
opt
ion
s.
Sin
ce
no
wat
er
qua
lit
y b
ase
d l
imi
ts
for
tox
ic
mat
eri
als
wer
e
inc
lud
ed
in
the
NPD
ES
per
mit
, t
his
fac
tor
was
not
use
d t
o e
sta
bli
sh
the
hea
dwo
rks
tar
get
s.
The
Cit
y w
as
abl
e t
o d
emo
nst
rat
e
tha
t t
he
dai
ly
max
imu
m
lim
its
for
the
ele
ctr
opl
ati
ng
cat
ego
ry
wou
ld
pro
tec
t a
gai
nst
pro
ces
s u
pse
t a
nd
slu
dge
con
tam
ina
tio
n.
The
Cit
y w
ill
be
req
uir
ed
to
ree
val
uat
e
its
loc
al
lim
its
to
con
tai
n
lim
its
for
tox
ics
whe
n
its
NPD
ES
per
mit
is
rei
ssu
ed
in
the
coming months.
The
Cit
y c
ond
uct
s c
omp
lia
nce
mon
ito
rin
g a
t
its
IUs
at
lea
st
twi
ce
a y
ear
usi
ng
a c
ont
rac
t
lab
.
Ins
pec
tio
ns
are
to
be
per
for
med
on
an
ann
ual
bas
is.
The
app
rov
ed
pro
gra
m c
ont
ain
s a
n e
nfo
rce
men
t m
ana
gem
ent
sys
tem
tha
t
des
cri
bes
how
vio
lat
ion
s w
ill
rec
eiv
e a
n e
sca
lat
ing
res
pon
se
if
not
cor
rec
ted
in a timely fashion.
Man
ito
woc
dev
ote
s l
.25
ful
l
tim
e e
qui
val
ent
s t
o i
ts
pre
tre
atm
ent
pro
gra
m
efforts.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Leg
al
Aut
hor
ity
:
The
Cit
y
has
not
exp
eri
enc
ed
any
pra
cti
cal
pro
ble
ms
in
enf
orc
ing
pre
tre
atm
ent
req
uir
eme
nts
.
How
eve
r,
the
loc
al
ord
ina
nce
mus
t
be
upg
rad
ed
to
ref
lec
t
cha
nge
s
in
fed
era
l
req
uir
eme
nts
.
App
lic
ati
on
of
Sta
nda
rds
:
Rev
isi
ons
to
loc
al
lim
its
may
be
nec
ess
ary
to
pr
ev
en
t
vi
ol
at
io
ns
of
wa
te
r
qu
al
it
y
ba
se
d
li
mi
ts
.
Compliance Monitoring: Adequate.
— ll4 ~
 Enfo
rcem
ent:
The
City
must
foll
ow t
he p
roce
dure
s i
n it
s ap
prov
ed
pro
gra
m.
To
date
, i
t h
as
bee
n h
esi
tan
t t
o t
ake
form
al
enf
orc
eme
nt
act
ion
s
a
g
a
i
n
s
t
v
i
o
l
a
t
o
r
s
.
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GREEN BAY METROPOLITAN SANITARY DISTRICT
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The Green Bay Metropolitan Sanitary District's (GBMSD) pretreatment
program was approved in September, l985. Requirements to operate the approved
program were subsequently incorporated into GBMSD's NPDES permit. GBMSD is
not presently subject to any State or Federal enforcement orders that affect
the pretreatment program.
GBMSD's treatment plant receives approximately 28 million gallons (US)
(l05,000 m3/d) of wastewaters each day. Sixteen million gallons (60,600
ma/d) are from industrial sources.
All IUs of GBMSD's treatment works are located within it's jurisdictional
boundaries.
GBMSD serves 75 IUs. Ten of these IUs are subject to National Categorical
Pretreatment Standards. Thirty—four noncategorical IUs discharge wastes which
have the potential to upset or interfere with the treatment processes or
otherwise require monitoring. Also, eight waste haulers have been issued
on—site discharge permits. Generally, these are domestic septage and holding
tank wastes. All of the above IUs have been issued a pretreatment order
(which identifies pretreatment requirements) or a waste hauler permit. These
documents serve as the program's control documents.
GBMSD developed local limits as part of its pretreatment program. The
District used historical plant monitoring data to determine the fate of
pollutants within the treatment system. Acceptable industrial loadings were
then back calculated in consultation with Wisconsin DNR based on literature
values established to prevent inhibition of biological processes (activated
sludge with nitrification, anaerobic sludge digestion) and on instream water
quality criteria. Since GBMSD incinerates its sludges, no sludge disposal
criteria were factored into these calculations. GBMSD's NPDES permit has been
reissued with a requirement for re—evaluation of local limits.
Generally, each IU which has been issued an order is to be inspected and
sampled by GBMSD twice a year. A specific monitoring plan is established each
year by GBMSD based on a case—by—case evaluation of the discharge status of
each user. The compliance monitoring frequency is subject to Department
review and approval.
GBMSD's program contains a detailed enforcement management system which
ensures that similar violations are addressed in a similar fashion and that
significant violations receive highest priority attention.
Green Bay devotes 2 FTEs to pretreatment program activities.
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
Legal Authority: GBMSD has not encountered any practical difficulties in
enforcing pretreatment requirements. However, the existing ordinance will
have to be upgraded to capture changes in the federal requirements.
— l16 -
 Application of Standards: Pretreatment standards have been properly
applied.
Compliance Monitoring: GBMSD operates a high quality compliance
monitoring and inspection program.
Enforcement: Adequate.
Data Management: GBMSD provides ample documentation of program activities
and understands the status ofall IUs.
Resources: Adequate.
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 CITY OF FOND DU LAC
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The City of Fond du Lac received approval of its pretreatment program in
June l984. Requirements to operate the approved program were subsequently
incorporated into the City's NPDES permit. The City is not presently affected
by any state or federal enforcement order concerning pretreatment.
The City's treatment plant treats approximately 7.2 million gallons (US)
of wastewater each day (27,252 m3/d). Some l.8 million gallons (6,8l0
m3/d) are discharged by IUs.
Fond du Lac receives wastes from industry outside of its jurisdictional
boundaries but has assumed the responsibility for applying and enforcing
pretreatment standards on such industries.
The City receives wastes from six IUs regulated by National Categorical
Pretreatment Standards, three significant noncategorical users, two other
users which are potentially subject to categorical standards, and five waste
haulers. The City is finalizing IU permits for two of the categorical
induStries and the two IUs potentially subject to categorical standards. All
remaining categorical and SIUs have been issued permits. The waste haulers
are controlled by a manifest system and do not require permits.
The City used historical monitoring data to establish local limits at the
time of program approvals. Maximum headworks loadings were developed to
protect biological processes (activated sludge, anaerobic digestion) and
sludge disposal (land application and landfill). Because no effluent limits
for toxics were included in the NPDES permit, no headworks loadings were
established to prevent the passthrough of toxics. The City demonstrated that
the daily maximum limits for the electroplating category would be sufficient
to protect the plant operations and sludges. These local limits will be
reevaluated as a condition of a new NPDES permit to be reissued in l989.
At a minimum, the City conducts one formal IU inspection and two
compliance monitoring events at each permitted user.
In addition to the local sewer use ordinance authorities, the City uses a
stepped enforcement procedure. They have been successful in working with IUs
to achieve compliance prior to the need for formal enforcement action.
Fond du Lac presently devotes l FTE to pretreatment program activities.
PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
Legal Authority: The City has not experienced any practical problems in
enforcing pretreatment requirements. However, the local ordinance must be
upgraded to reflect changes in federal requirements.
— ll8 —
 Application of Standards: two metal molding and casting permits are in
draft stages. Local limits will be upgraded to address water quality concerns
when Sheboygan's permit is reissued to include revised effluent limits.
Enforcement: The city should consider a more detailed enforcement
management system.
Data Management: Adequate.
Resources: Adequate.
  
 ONTARIO
CITY: CITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO
Proqram Description and Implementation
The City of Metropolitan Toronto passed their local municipal sewer use
by—law in l982 and operates four waste treatment facilities with a total
combined flow of l,375,900 cubic metres per day (m3/d) (364 USMGD).
The
treatment facilities have Certificates of Approval without limits.
The
effluents from the facilities complied with MOE Policy 08—Ol, except for one
plant which did not meet the total phosphorus requirements.
Sludge disposal
is by incineration.
The municipality is not operating under any control order
pertaining to its treatment plant operations.
Most IUs discharging to the collection system are located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the municipality.
The municipality receives a
'small amount of waste from an adjacent municipality.
The agreement with this
municipality does not contain any provisions for controlling the industrial
discharges to these sewers.
The city has 5,870 potential dischargers to the
system according to water use records.
Based on EPA data, and using the
population of the municipality for estimation, 347 SIUs would be expected.
The total water use in the municipality was l,245,000 cubic metres per day
(329 USMGD) in l986.
The water use was 33% residential, 27% industrial and
2l% commercial.
The local limits in the appropriate municipal by—law for discharge to the
treatment plants are as follows:
Mercury (T)
Phenols (T)
Cyanide (T)
Earameter Limit (mg/L)
BOD 500
TSS 600
Oil & Grease (A&V) l50
Cadmium (T) 2
Chromium (T) 5
Copper (T) 5
Nickel (T) 5
Zinc (T) 5
0.
l
2
The sewer
use by-law also contains the following provisions:
surcharge
agreements for conventional
parameters;
compliance programs for noncomplying
users;
sampling and analysis
specifications;
the reporting of spills;
sampling
manhole
specifications;
and
offences.
The
municipality
was
also developed
and
implemented a sampling and enforcement strategy.
In
l986,
the
municipality
collected
2,759
samples
from 306
IUs.
The
users
have
been
grouped
by
the
municipality
into a
number
of
classes
according
to
the
potential
impact
of
the
waste
to
the
treatment
system.
These
classes
include:
l26
high
potential
industries;
l88 medium
potential
industries;
252
.
low
potential
industries
and
88
surcharged
industries.
The
city
initiated
82
enforcement
actions
against
IUs,
the
majority
being
prosecutions.
There
were
l8 specific compliance programs implemented.
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Eroqram Effectiveness
Leg
al
Aut
hor
ity
;
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ici
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er
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n l
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Par
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2l0
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Mun
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orc
e a
sew
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.
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e p
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l
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pro
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l
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ell
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e
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m
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 CITY: REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF NATERLOO
Program Description and Implementation
The Regional Municipality of Waterloo passed their local municipal sewer
use by—law in l987. The OMOE operates the ll waste treatment facilities under
an operating agreement for the municipality. The total combined flow of ll
treatment facilities is l63,000 cubic metres per day (43 USMGD). All
treatment facilities have Certificates of Approval with limits for BOD, total
suspended solids and total phosphorus. Two treatment facilities also have
requirements for ammonia and one also has a requirement for phenolics. The
effluents from the facilities complied with all ministry requirements. All
facilities utilized application on agricultural land for sludge disposal. The
municipality is not operating under any control order pertaining to its
treatment plant operations.
All IUs discharging to the collection system are located within the
’jurisdictional boundaries of the regional municipality. The municipality has
677 potential dischargers to the system according to water use records. Based
on EPA data, and using the population of the municipality for estimation, lO9
SIUs would be expected. The total water use in the municipality was l29,7OO
cubic metres per day in l986. The water use was 36% residential, 3l%
industrial and 18% commercial.
The local limits in the by—law are as follows:
Earameter L1_1t (mg/L)
BOD 300
TSS 350
Oil & Grease (A&V) lOO
Oil & Grease (S&M) l5
Cadmium (T) 0.5
Chromium (T) 5
Copper (T) 5
Nickel (T) 5
Zinc (T) 5
Mercury (T) 0.l
Phenols (T) l
Cyanide (T) 2
The sewer use by—law also contains the following provisions: surcharge
agreements for conventional parameters; sampling and analysis specifications;
sampling manhole specifications and offences. The municipality has also
developed and implemented an excellent sampling and inspection program.
In l986, the regional municipality collected 2,768 samples from 203 IUs.
The IUs have been grouped by the municipality into a number of classes.
These
classes include: 35 users who discharge toxics; 40 users with surcharge
agreements; 69 general users; 42 users with a discharge to a storm sewer; and
20 miscellaneous dischargers. Sixty of the IUs were inspected. The regional
municipality has developed and issued a standard enforcement strategy which
ensures that similar violations are addressed in a similar fashion. The
municipality initiated l3l enforcement actions against IUs, the majority being
written warnings. There were two prosecutions and l3 compliance programs were
established.
— 122 —
 Regional Municipality of Waterloo — cont'd.
Page 2
The municipality spent $4ll,800 in l986 on their sewer use control program
and utilized ll.l person years. The samples were analyzed for conventionals
and metals in the municipal lab.
Program Effectiveness
Legalgﬂuthority; The municipality has adequate authority under Section 147
Paragraph 2l0 of the Municipal Act to implement and enforce a sewer use
by—law. The municipality should upgrade their sewer use by—law by including
provisions for industrial waste surveys, compliance programs and spills
control.
 
Application of Standards; The municipality should review their local limits
by carrying out a local limits development program.
gompliance_ﬂonjtgring; The regional municipality has an adequate compliance
monitoring program.
Enforcement: The regional municipality has an adequate enforcement program.
Data_Maﬂagemgnt; The regional municipality should develop a computer based
system for the data developed by its industrial waste survey and sampling,
inspection and enforcement programs.
Resources; An adequate level of resources has been provided to meet the
objectives of the program.
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 CITY: CITY OF WINDSOR
Proqram Description and Implementation
The City of Windsor passed their local municipal sewer use by-law in l985
and operates two waste treatment facilities with a total combined flow of
l56,000 cubic metres per day (41 USMGD). The facilities receive waste from a
number of adjacent towns and townships. There are no operating agreements
with these municipalities and the industrial wastes discharged in these
adjacent municipalities are not regulated. The treatment facilities have
Certificates of Approval with limits. The sludge from the facilities is
utilized on agricultural land or composted and applied on agricultural lands.
The municipality is not operating under any control order pertaining to its
treatment plant operations.
Most of the IUs discharging to the collection system are located within
the jurisdictional boundaries of the municipality. The municipality has 233
'potential dischargers to the system according to water use records. Based on
EPA data, and using the population of the municipality for estimation, 7O SIUs
would be expected. The total water use in the municipality was l43,000 cubic
metres per day (38 USMGD) in l986. The water use was 39% residential, 44%
industrial and l3% commercial.
The local limits in the by—law are as follows:
Mercury (T)
Phenols (T)
Cyanide (T)
Earameter Limit (mg/L)
800 500
TSS 600
Oil & Grease (A&V) l50
Oil & Grease (S&M) l5
Cadmium (T) 2
Chromium (T) 5
Copper (T) 5
Nickel (T) 5
Zinc (T) 5
0.
l
2
The sewer use by—law also contains the following provisions: surcharge
agreements for conventional parameters; sampling and analysis specifications;
sampling manhole specifications and offences. The municipality has also
developed and implemented a sampling strategy.
In l986, the municipality collected 242 samples from 95 IUs. Industrial
waste surveys were carried out at many of the industries; however, water use
information was not collected. The users have been grouped by the
municipality into a number of manufacturing classes. These classes include:
food and beverage producers; chemical products; electroplaters; metal
finishers and general manufacturers. Seventeen industries have surcharge
agreements. The city initiated 55 enforcement actions against IUs, the
majority being verbal or written warnings. There was one compliance program
issued and one prosecution.
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 CITY: CITY OF BARRIE
Proqram Description and Implementation
The City of Barrie passed their local municipal sewer use by—law in l970
and operates a waste treatment facility with a total flow of 26,800 cubic
metres per day (7.08 USMGD). The treatment facility has a Certificate of
Approval with limits of 0.3 mg/L for total phosphorus and l0 mg/L for BOD.
The effluent from the facility complied with ministry requirements. The
sludge from the facility is utilized on agricultural lands. The municipality
is not operating under any control order pertaining to its treatment plant
operations.
All IUs discharging to the collection system are located within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the municipality. The municipality has 9l
potential dischargers to the system according to water use records. Based on
EPA data, and using the population of the municipality for estimation, 22 SIUs
'would beexpected. The total water use in the municipality was 26,300 cubic
metres per day (7.0 USMGD) in l986. The water use was 40% residential and 60%
industrial and commercial.
The local limits in the by—law are as follows:
Phenols (T)
Cyanide (T)
Earameter Limit (mg/L)
BOD 300
TSS 350
Oil & Grease (A&V) l00
Oil & Grease (5&M) l5
Cadmium (T) 5
Chromium (T) 3
Copper (T) 3
Nickel (T) 5
Zinc (T) 5
O.
3
The sewer use by—law also contains the following provisions: surcharge
agreements for conventional parameters; sampling and analysis specifications;
sampling manhole specifications and offences. The municipality has also
developed and implemented a sampling strategy;
In l986, the municipality collected 239 samples from 21 IUs. Thirty—five
IUs were inspected and industrial waste surveys have been carried out at most
of the IUs. The users have been grouped by the municipality into a number of
classes. These classes include: metal finishing; food processing; surcharged
industries and dischargers of cooling water. One IU has a surcharge
agreement. No enforcement actions were initiated against IUs.
The municipality spent $l05,000 in 1986 on their sewer use control program
and utilized 2.8 person years. The industrial effluent samples were analyzed
for conventionals and metals in the municipality's lab.
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Program Effectiveness
LegaJMAuthority; The municipality has adequate authority under Section l47
Paragraph 2lO of the Municipal Act to implement and enforce a sewer use
by—law. The sewer use by—law should be upgraded to include requirements for
industrial waste surveys, spills control and compliance programs.
Application of Standards: Adequate.
Qompliance_Monitoring: The municipality has an adequate compliance sampling
program.
 
Enforcement: Adequate.
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 ijv of Brockville — cont'd.
Page 2
Proqram Effectiveness
Legaijuthgrity; The municipality has adequate authority under Section l47
Paragraph ZlO of the Municipal Act to implement and enforce a sewer use
by—law. The municipality has an agreement with Elizabethtown which requires
the township to pass a sewer use by—law and allow the city to sample the
industrial dischargers. The township has not passed a sewer use by—law and
the city has not done any sampling in the township. The municipality should
upgrade its sewer use by—law by including provisions for industrial waste
surveys, spills control and compliance programs.
Application of Standards: The by—law standards have been properly applied.
ngpligﬂgg_ﬂgﬂjigfingi Inadequate. The municipality should conduct an
industrial waste survey and sample those industries discharging metals and
conventionals at levels which are potentially harmful.
Enforcement; Inadequate. To date, the municipality has been reluctant to
take enforcement actions. The program would be improved by the adoption of an ;
enforcement strategy. ;
Qata Management: Adequate.
Resources: Inadequate. The staff complement should be increased.
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Program Effectiveness
ngglﬂAuthgriiy; The municipality has adequate authority under Section l47
Paragraph 210 of the Municipal Act to implement and enforce a sewer use
by—law. The municipality should upgrade their by—law by including provisions
for industrial waste surveys, spills control and compliance programs.
Application of Standards: Adequate. The municipality should conduct a local
limits study to determine whether the metals limits in the by—law should be
lowered to levels in the 1988 Model Sewer Use By—Law.
Compliance Monitoring: Adequate.
:nforcement: Adequate.
Data Management: Adequate.
ﬁgurces; Inadequate. Additional resources should be made available.
i
n
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MUNICIPAL PRETREATMENT TASK FORCE
of the
POINT SOURCE COORDINATORS
Mr. David Hay (Canadian Chairman)
c/o Urban Activities Division
Industrial Programs Branch
Conservation and Protection Service
Environment Canada
Place Vincent Massey
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 1C8
(613) 953—1109
Mr. Jim Smith
Program Coordination
Ontario Region
Conservation and Protection
Environment Canada
25 St. Clair Avenue East, 7th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M4T 1M2
(416) 973—5872
Mr. Jim F. Janse, Manager
Technical Support
Southwestern*Region
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
985 Adelaide Street South
London, Ontario N6E 1V3
(519) 661—2200
Mr. Michael G. Thorne, P. Eng.
Director
Water Pollution Control
Metropolitan Works Department
The Municipality of Metropolitan
Toronto .
439 University Avenue
Toronto, Ontario MSG 1Y8
Dr. Brian LeClair
Co-ordinator Sewer Use Control
MISA-Municipal
Water Resources Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
l St. Clair Avenue Nest
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1P5
(416) 323—4985
Mailingmﬂgdress
135 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1P5
01/89
Mr. Dave Rankin (U S. Chairman)
Pretreatment Program Coordinator
Water Division
swop-s
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604
(312) 886—6111
Mr. Robert Townsend
Bureau of Nastewater Facility
Operations
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road
Albany, New York 12233
(518) 457—3790
Al erna e
Mr. Robert R. Cronin, P.E.
Chief
Compliance Section, BNFO
Division of Water '
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
Albany, New York l2233
(518) 457—
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